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AN ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION OF Dixie Lee Lund for the 
Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership presented 
June 29, 1989. 
Title: Factors Affecting Persistence of Non-Traditional 
Students in a Non-Traditional Baccalaureate 
Degree Program 
APPROVED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE DISSERTATION COMMITTEE: 
Limited theoretical research exists regarding attri-
tion of nontraditional (older, part-time, commuter) students 
on American college and university campuses today. Thus, 
.2 
when colleges or universities seek to improve programs 
specifically designed for such students, there is no broad 
research base on which to rely. The present study sought to 
determine if there were differences, especially ones the 
institution could do something about, between non~traditional 
students who left such a program and those who completed it. 
A conceptual model of non~traditional student attri-
tion, developed by adult educators/researchers, Drs. John 
Bean and Barbara Metzner, provided the theoretical base for 
the study. Data were obtain·ed from 80 questions on a survey 
mailed to 469 leavers and finishers in the Eastern Oregon 
State College External Degree Program. The questions repre-
sented four variable categories of the Bean/Metzner model: 
(1) background, (2) defining, (3) academic, and (4) environ-
mental, and psychological (satisfaction) and academic 
outcomes. Of the 402 deliverable surveys, 82% were returned. 
from 112 leavers and 204 finishers. 
Chi-square and t-tests of significance provided little 
differentiation between leavers and finishers on background 
and defining variables. For example, leavers and finishers 
were similar in age (most were 44-46 years); the maj ori ty 
were Caucasian, married, and had children; lived in Oregon 
communities of less than 50,000 population within 60 miles 
of ~ post-secondary institution (not necessarily Eastern 
Oregon State College); had performed well (3.00-3.49 GPA) in 
high school; and were employed outside the home at least 30 
hours a week. 
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Differences in the leavers and finishers' educational 
goals (a background variable) and the grade level at which 
they entered the Program (a defining variable) were statis-
tically significant at p<.05. A significant number of 
leavers had either no degree aspirations or sought only an 
associate, rather than the baccalaureate provided by the 
External Degree Program. And, though a majority of leavers 
and finishers entered the Program as juniors, a significant 
number of leavers began as either freshmen or sophomores. 
Gender alone did not account for differences.in attrition. 
However, female participants, whether leavers or finishers, 
had significantly fewer (if any) children than did either 
leaving or finishing male participants. And, married women. 
finished the Program significantly more often than did 
single women. 
Numerous academic and environmental variables 
accounted for significant differences between leavers and 
finishers. For example, the majority of leavers left early; 
over half indicated they left "before they ever really got 
started." Conversely, most finishers indicated that by 
using several non-traditional credit options (especially 
assessment-of-prior-learning, correspondence, and weekend 
college), they were able to average at least 12 credits each 
term of their participation. Though most of the leavers and 
finishers participated in the Program's prior learning 
workshop, only a majority of finishers received credit for 
essays developed after workshop instruction. 
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The greatest barrier confronting leavers and finishers 
was lack of time. Finishers cited, however, more often than 
did leavers, a reduction in the amount of time they normally 
spent with spouses, friends, and in civic responsibilities 
while participating in the Program. Neither finances nor 
distance posed significant problems for leavers or finish-
ers, whether rural or urban. Personal motivation, rather 
than career expectation, was the primary reason for partici-
pating in the Program for leavers ~ finishers. And, other 
than the emotionally supportive spouses of leavers and 
finishers, an encouraging environment of significant others 
(friends, employer, parents, children) was either absent or 
significantly less evident in the lives .of the leavers than 
in the finishers. 
Study findings indicated areas within the External 
Degree that were perceived and/or interacted with differ-
ently by leavers than by finishers. There is, therefore, an 
opportunity for Eastern Oregon State College to intervene 
with changes that should improve the retention of the non-
traditional students who participate. Recommendations 
included revising the assessment-of-prior-learning workshop 
and developing a peer mentoring system and a two-year degree 
Program. 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
More adults are attending American colleges and 
universities today than ever before. According to the 
Carnegie Council and the U.s. Department of Education 
(cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985), this trend is expected to 
continue. Coupled with a decrease in the number of 
traditional-age college students (18-22 years), this non-
traditional student population is composing an increasingly 
larger proportion of the undergraduate college student body. 
As Flaherty (1978) recognizes: 
Faced with the prospect of steadily declining 
numbers of students in the 18-22 year-old age 
group, administrators of institutions of higher 
education recognized the necessity of finding a 
new source of students. Not only have adult 
part-time learners been encouraged to attend 
college classes, they have been actively 
recruited by admissions officers. (p. 375) 
Of the 12 million college students enrolled today, 
over half of the undergraduates are women, two of five are 
over 25 years old, and more than 40% attend college part-
time (National Institute of Education, cited in Bean and 
Metzner, 1985). 
What has caused this influx of adult students? The 
following summary, extracted from Bean and Metzner (1985, 
p. 486-487), may explain some of the causes. 
1. Institutional: The birth of the community 
college movement in the 1960s drew many 
adult, part-time students not only to two-
year institutions, but also into the four-
year colleges and universities. 
2. Curricular: Faced with dwindling numbers 
of traditional-age college students, 
institutions revamped their curricula and 
scheduling to recruit adult students and 
respond to their particular demands. The 
result? Even more adults entered the 
college environment in response to expanded 
course offerings and availability. 
3. Political: The Allied victory in World 
War II and the resulting support for 
"democratic" institutions enhanced by former 
President Truman's 1947 report, Higher Edu-
cation for American Democracy, popularized 
the college movement. Coupled with finan-
cial incentives from the federal government 
(the GI Bill, Basic Educational Opportunity 
and Pel1 Grants, for example), and a U.S. 
sense of threatening competition from the 
Soviet Union's successful launch of Sputnik, 
the political atmosphere fostered a belief 
in the value of higher education. 
4. Economic: A decrease in the number of blue-
collar jobs and a corresponding increase in 
the number of higher-paying positions 
requiring specialized training have sent 
large numbers of non-traditional students to 
educational institutions for vocational 
purposes. 
5. Social: The changing perception of women's 
roles into expanded job positions; the 
perception/reality of the need for a two-
income family; the decrease in the number of 
children that couples are choosing to have; 
and general sociological support for life-
long learning, have all had the effect of 
sending more adults into college and 
university settings. 
Even though the number of adult students continues to 
rise, such a rise: 
Has not been enough to counter the decline in 
the size of the high school graduates. In 1984, 
2 
tot~l enrollment in higher education shrank 
from a 1981 high of 12.37 ~illion students to 
12.2 million. It is predicted to further 
decline to an estimated low of 10.5 million in 
1995 before increasing again in the latter part 
of the decade. (Tinto, 1987, p. 2) 
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Declining enrollments and the prospects of a continued 
shrinkage of the pool of traditional-age potential college 
students have resulted in attention to two goals: 
(1) retaining a higher percentage of students 
who enroll, and 
(2) attracting a large number of older 
students. (Greer, 1980, p. 1) 
Retaining students through completion of the baccalau-
reate is a challenge for many colleges and universities. As 
Tinto (1987) notes, "more students leave their college or 
university prior to degree completion than stay" (p. 1). To 
illustrate the breadth of the attrition issue, he states: 
The typical four-year college can expect a 
total rate of institutional departure to be 
roughly 56% of the entering cohort; system" 
departure of 39% who do not complete degrees. 
(p. 15) 
In other words: 
Of the nearly 2.8 million students who, in 
1986 entered higher education for the first 
time, over 1.6 million will leave their first 
institution without receiving a degiee. Of 
those, approximately 1.2 million will leave 
higher education altogether without ever com-
pleting a two- or four-year degree program. 
(Tinto, 1987, p. 1) 
When the college or university enrolls in'its programs 
a number of older, commuting, part-time learners who have 
numerous responsibilities in addition to those associated 
4 
with being a student, the retention challenge increases. 
Nevertheless, a number of colleges and universities across 
the nation and throughout the world have established bacca-
laureate degree programs that provide access to and 
flexibility for adult learners (Moore, 1987). 
As numerous comparative studies have pointed out 
(Astin, 19-75; Fetters, 1977; and Tinto, 1988), non-
traditional students show a higher rate of attrition from 
college than their traditional peers. "Part-time students," 
says Tinto (1987, p. 10), "are less likely than other stu-
dents to complete degree programs." An even greater 
challenge may be added when the format of the col1ege/ 
university degree program requires, by its non-traditional 
na ture, (i.e., correspondence, weekend/ evening classes), 
that students participate and progress on a relatively 
independent basis w~thout the traditional support obtained 
from frequent, regular, face-to-face student-faculty and/or 
student-student interaction. But as Terenzini (1982) writes: 
The issue before administrators is not really 
how to retain students but, rather, how to 
retain those who can meet the academic require-
ments, would like to continue, and would 
benefit from an education at the institution. 
What aspects of students' experiences over 
which the institution has some control tend to 
promote retention or attrition? (p. 55) 
In light of research which finds that non-traditional 
students have higher attrition rates, college and university 
administrators must ask if the two goals of retaining a 
higher percentage of students who enroll and attracting a 
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larger number of older students are compatible (Greer, 
1980). Consequently, it is important for all institutions 
(and for the present study, especially for a small, public, 
rurally-isolated, four-year liberal arts college in Eastern 
Oregon), to decide on the specific nature of their educa-
tiona1 missions. For what purpose and by what means, for 
example, are students being admitted; their needs responded 
to; and their numbers retained within the institution? The 
findings from this study will shed light on one group of 
students that Eastern Oregon State College in La Grande, 
Oregon, serves--the non-traditional, geographically 
dispersed student body within. the External Degree Program. 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
In his recent publication, Leaving College, Tinto 
(1987) warns educational administrators and researchers of 
attrition against "underestimating the tenacity of some 
individuals" (p. 23) when it comes to completing a college 
program. He emphasizes that "decisions to withdraw are more 
a function of what occurs after entry than of what precedes 
it" (p. 6). He concludes: 
Educators should not unnecessarily limit the 
options individuals have in completing their 
degrees. If anything, these should be 
increased. (p. 23) 
Many options for completing a degree are found in the 
Eastern Oregon State College External Degree Program. 
Created in 1979, this Program leads to a baccalaureate in 
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General Studies and provides access to and accommodation for 
the variety of schedules and interests of the adults who 
enter. Speaking of such a degree, Tinto (1987) writes: 
General Studies degree programs are likely to 
attract students who place more value on the 
intrinsic rewards of college than on the 
extrinsic. Extrinsic seekers are more likely 
to transfer to other institutions. (p. 111) 
With no La Grande campus residency requirement and 
numerous at-home or weekend-only course options, the Exter-
nal Degree Program has admitted over 1,000 adult learners in 
its 10-year history. Tinto (1987) reminds planners of non-
traditional educational programs, however, that "intentions 
are linked to the likelihood of degree completion" (p. 40), 
and: 
(Only) highly motivated and committed persons 
who commit themselves to the attainment of 
their g~als within a specific instructional 
context are likely to complete their degrees 
within that school. (p. 110) 
Accurate External Degree Program admissions records 
began in 1982. In a six-year recordkeeping history through 
Summer 1988, 241 students had graduated; other "persisters," 
numbering 500+, were still progressing toward the degree; 
and the remainder, 228, had either temporarily or perma-
nently dropped out. 
The costs involved in interviewing, admitting, advi-
sing, and mentoring non-traditional students through the 
External Degree Program, only to result in an extremely long 
completion period or, even worse, a high dropout rate, are 
substantial. Since this program continues to be funded on a 
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self-support basis (i.e., student tuition only), the mutual 
goal for participants" and program administrators to achieve 
", 
a cost-effective model, while increasing the completion rate 
of students, is of paramount importance. 
Though high attrition rates are recognized in programs 
that attract non-traditional learners, the reasons why these 
students drop out of school are not well understood (Bean & 
Metzner, 1985). Rather than clearly identifying variables 
that could predict attrition of non-traditional students, 
many studies have merely described the statistically differ-
ent tabulations regarding attrition of residential vs. 
commuting students (Astin, Iffert, & Newcombe, cited in Bean 
& Metzner, 1985), younger vs. older students (Von der Embse & 
Childs, 1979; Greer, 1980), and full-time vs. part-time 
learners (Lenning, as cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985). 
Little information is av~ilable that discusses differences 
in persistence among non-traditional students themselves. 
Bean and Metzner credit the works of Spady (1970), 
Tinto (1975), and Pascarella (1980) with producing the most 
influential theoretical contributions to understanding the 
student attrition process. Their studies, however, rely 
heavily on the effect of traditional college socialization 
experiences to explain attrition. Since non-traditional 
students, say Bean and Metzner, already lack or are dis-
interested in such social integration into the institution, 
a different theory explaining their attrition pattern must 
be used in order to link the variables studied. 
Thus, the pr~blem which prompted this study was 
twofold: 
1. The high cost, in time and dollars, for 
both participants and Program administra-
tors associated with a correspondingly 
high incompletion rate in the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree 
Program. 
2. The lack of any extensive research base 
regarding non-traditional student attrition 
that External Degree Program administrators 
could draw upon when implementing changes 
designed to improve retention. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
Approval was recently given to Eastern Oregon State 
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College to go statewide with its External Degree Program via 
consortial arrangements with community colleges and other 
four-year colleges and universities in Oregon. Prior to 
developing more consortia, however, the college needed to 
identify and remedy, where possible, those parts of the 
screening process and degree-delivery system that were weak. 
In uncovering a profile of External Degree students who 
finished the program by obtaining their baccalaureate and 
comparing this profile with those who did not, this study 
provided information that could significantly improve the 
educational practices already in place. Appropriate modifi-
cations in the program should result, therefore, in a higher 
completion rate for students who are admitted and a mor~ 
cost-effective model for serving non-traditional learners. 
The purpose of this study, then, was to determine 
if there were themes around which finishers gravitated. In 
other words, "Who was 'making it' and how?" Specifically, 
the following questions, adopted from Bean and Metzner's 
(1985) Conceptual Model of Non-Traditional Student Attri-
tion, provided the theoretical framework for studying the 
differences between the finishers and the leavers: 
1. Were there significant differences in ba~k­
ground and other defining variables between 
the two groups of students? 
2. Were there significant differences in 
academic variables between the two groups of 
students? 
~. Were there significant differences in 
environmental variables between the two 
groups of students? 
SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
Of the 1000+ students admitted to the External Degree 
Program between 1982 and Spring 1988, three groups were 
ident ified: (1) finishers, (2) leavers, and (3) actives. 
Two of these groups, the finishers, numbering 241, and the 
leavers, numbering 228, constituted the 469 subjects 
targeted for this study. A geographic breakdown of these 
students follows on the next three pages. 
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10 County 
n = 109 
23% S.E. Washington 
n = 107 
23% 
10 
\ 
Willamette Valley 
n = 152 
Other Oregon 
n = 56 
12% 
32% 
n = 45 
10% 
Figure 1. Geographic Distribution of 469 Study Subjects 
Definition of Categories 
10 County: 
S.E. Wash:ington: 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
Legislature as "EOOC Service Region" 
Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon, 
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Hichland), 
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington 
Willanette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor," 
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Washington 
Other Oregon: 
Other States: 
Other Oregon po:ints not included in above categories 
Other po:ints not :included :in above categories 
10 County 
n = 60 
26% 
Wi1lamette Valley 
n = 63 
28% 
S.E. Washington 
n = 62 
27% 
Other Oregon 
n = 24 
11% 
/ 
/ 
\ 
I 
I 
I 
/ 
/ 
/ 
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Figure 2. Geographic Distribution of 228 Leavers 
Definition of categories 
10 County: 
S.E. Washington: 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, .inc1ud:ing Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, Hanley, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
legislature as "EmC Service Region" 
Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon, 
includ.ing Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland), 
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Wash.ington 
Wil1anette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor, II 
inc1ud:ing area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Washington 
Other Oregon: 
Other States: 
Other Oregon points not included in above categories 
Other po.ints not .included in above categories 
10 County 
n = 49 
20% 
S • E • Washington \\ 
n = 45 
19% ~ 
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Willamette Valley 
n = 89 
Other Oregon 
n = 32 
13% 
n = 26 
11% 
Figure 3. Geographic Distribution of 241 Finishers 
10 County: 
S.E. Washington: 
Definition of Categories 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, .including Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
WallCMa., and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
Legislature as IIEX)SC Service Region" 
Close geographic proximity to La Grande, Oregon" 
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland), 
Prosser and Walla-Wa1la, Washington 
t'1i1lcmette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Wash.ington "corridor," 
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Washington 
Other Oregon: 
Other States: 
other Oregon points not included in above categories 
Other po.ints not included in ab:>ve categories 
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 
The present study is organized into five chapters: 
CHAPTER I, the introduction, describes the (1) state-
ment of the problem; (2) the purpose of the study; and 
(3) the scope of the study; and (4) the organization of the 
study. 
CHAPTER II reviews the related literature and is di-
vided into five components: (1) attrition studies: theory, 
design, and applications; (2) the adult as learner; 
(3) telecommunications delivery of distance education; 
(4) differences between rural and urban adult learners; and 
(5) adult development. 
CHAPTER III, methods and procedures, (1) summarizes 
the study; (2) explains the design; (3) identifies the 
limitations; (4) operationalizes the variables; and 
(5) describes the methods/procedures used to gather and 
analyze the data. 
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CHAPTER IV reports the study findings and provides 
simplified tables showing statistically significant differ-
ences at p <.05. (Official tables for the significantly 
different comparisons are found in Appendix B; tables for 
comparisons which resulted in no significant differences are 
found in Appendix C.) 
CHAPTER V discusses and summarizes the findings and 
provides recommendations. 
CHAPTER 11 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The literature reviewed for the present study is 
divided into four sections: 
1. Attrition Studies: Theory, Design, Applications 
2. The Adult as Learner 
3. Differences between Rural and Urban Adult Learners 
4. Adult Development 
Each area was researched because of its contribution 
to the design, findings, and analysis of the present study. 
For example, the literature on attrition studies helped to 
determine which existing theories about retention already 
addressed the environment in which the External Degree 
student functioned. Specifically, the External Degree' stu-
dents are, for the most part, older ()24 years), part-time 
(take <12 credits per quarter), commuters (reside off campus 
and/or in communities beyond La Grande). The attrition lit-
erature about traditional students was compared with the 
minimal amount that existed about non-traditional students in 
order to select the most appropriate variables to study. 
Part two of the literature review, The Adult as 
Learner, was conducted in order to grasp a broader under-
standing of differences in learning behavior between 
non-traditional students and their traditional counterparts. 
This reading helped to formulate the definition of 
subjects in the present study as non-traditional, or: 
••• older than 24, or does not live in a 
campus residence (e.g., is a commuter), or is a 
part-time student, or some combination of these 
three factors; is not greatly influenced by the 
social environment of the institution; and is 
chiefly concerned with the institution's 
academic offerings especially courses, certifi-
cation, and degrees. (Bean and Metzner, 1985, 
p. 489) 
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Part three, Differences between Rural and Urban Adult 
Learners, was included because students in the External 
Degree Program come from both environments. Much of the 
literature about rural adult learners describes more, or at 
least different, barriers they perceive to continuing their 
educations than do their urban counterparts (McCannon, 1977 
& 1985). Because program options in the External Degree 
attempt to overcome such barriers, this review contributed 
to the inclusion of variables in the study that might other-
wise not have been present. For example, subjects were 
asked about the type of barriers they experienced to 
participating in the External Degree Program, and their 
responses were analyzed along a geographic dimension of 
rural to urban. More importantly, however, this part of the 
literature review renewed this author's commitment to 
improve the educational outreach efforts to the rural resi-
dents of Eastern Oregon that Eastern Oregon State College is 
legislatively mandated to serve. 
Finally, part four of the literature review, Adult 
Development, helped provide a framework into which the 
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subjects' narrative comments could fit. For example, that 
stage in life popularly referred to as the midlife crisis 
occurs at about 42-45 years. As many External Degree stu-
dents were also in this age range, the literature review 
helped to extract from their narrative comments the main 
issues the respondents struggled with while participating in 
the External Degree. 
ATTRITION STUDIES: THEORY, DESIGN~ APPLICATIONS 
Theory 
According to Bean (1982), theories are important to 
educational research about student attrition because they do 
two things: 
1. They explain why dropout occurs. 
2. They identify which students are most likely to 
drop out. (p. 17) 
The theory guides the research and identifies which 
variables to use or not to use. Then, working from a 
theory, a model is created which hypothesizes the relation-
ship between a set of variables in an attempt to explain or 
account for some phenomenon. 
Atheoretical models are strictly descriptive and do 
not attempt to match theory to the study and/or to link 
together the reasons behind an association of variables 
(Bean, 1982, p. 17). Models based on a student's background 
characteristics (age, residency, high school performance, 
gender, ethnicity, educational goals, and family educational 
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levels) are, says Bean (1982, p. 17), "still just descrip-
tive and focus on strategies for admission, not on 
strategies for retention." And, according to Bean, the 
person-role fit models, again basically descriptive, are 
highly complex and involve profiling either before or upon 
college admission and again later in the students' programs. 
Types of attrition models which ~ based on theory are the 
longitudinal ones of Spady (1970), Tinto (1975), Pascarella 
(1980), and Bean (1982). Because the theoretical model 
underlying the present study borrows much from these well-
established theories, a brief review of the literature 
related to them is included here. 
Spady's (1970) sociological model of the dropout pro-
cess was based on Durkheim's (1951) theory of suicide. 
Spady viewed the college/university setting as both academic 
and social. In this environment, the presence/absence of 
integration through interactions the student has with 
faculty, friends, or rules and regulations contributed to 
the student's decision to remain in school (the society) 
rather than to drop out (as the suicide victim did). Shared 
group values, grade performance, normative congruence, and 
friendship support were all expected to lead to increased 
social integration. Positive social integration led to 
increased student satisfaction, which led to increased 
institutional commitment and, thus, a decrease in the like-
lihood of dropping out. Spady's model cited several 
important factors related to the dropout process--family 
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background, academic potential, ability, and socio-economic 
sta tus. Most important in this model, however, was the 
effect of interaction between the student and the academic 
and social system on the student's persist or dropout deci-
sion. To the extent that the rewards available with 
e~ther (the academic or social) system appeared insuffi-
cient, however, the student may have decided to withdraw 
(Spady, 1970, p. 77). 
Tinto (1975), also relying on Durkheim's theory of 
suicide, expanded on Spady's model. According to Bean 
(1982), Tinto emphasizes the interaction of background 
characteristics ,on goal and institutional commitment. "Goal 
commitment," says Tinto, "is the level of expectation and 
the intensity with which the expectation is held" (p. 93). 
He further states: 
An individual's educational goal commitment 
is an important input variable in the model of 
dropout because it helps specify the psycho-
logical orientations the individual brings with 
him into the college setting--orientations that 
are important predictors of the manner in which 
individuals interact in the college environ-
ment. (p. 93) 
Institutional commitment, on the other hand, refers to 
the extent with which an individual is committed to remain-
ing at ~ institution until graduation. Working in a 
circular fashion, Tinto saw ~ commitment leading to 
higher grade performance and intellectual development, 
which, ultimately, led to academic integration and, thus, a 
decrease in the likelihood of dropping out. Such academic 
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integration would, in turn, restart the circle, by further 
enhancing the goal commitment. Institutional commitment, on 
the other hand, created interactions with others (faculty 
and peers) which led to social integration, and, thus, a 
decrease in the likelihood of dropping out. Likewise, the 
circle is rekindled as such social integration contributes 
to institutional commitment. 
Tinto's later research (1982a for example) continued 
to emphasize the effect that commitment, or lack thereof, 
had on dropout decisions: "Dropping out may be more a result 
of not caring than it is of not being able to meet the 
demands of college work" (p. 6). Tinto also further rein-
forced Spady's emphasis on social integration, stating: 
Evidence abounds that social skills are 
equally important to persistence in college. 
These skills enable the person to locate, 
interact with, and use the resources for 
attainment. (1982a, p. 6) 
This emphasis on social integration and interaction as 
a means of increasing persistence in the academic environ-
ment is again mentioned in Tinto (1982b): 
Evidence continues to mount that students' 
decisions to withdraw are significantly 
affected by the degree of their intellectual 
and social integration into the life of the 
institution. (p. 697) 
Tinto's recent literature (1987) more thoroughly 
incorporates the time dimension in researching student 
attrition. In this respect, Tinto expands on both Spady's 
and his own earlier research by describing the: 
••• longitudinal stages of the process of 
integration, in particular the early phases of 
separation and transition which precede incor-
poration into the life of the college. 
(p. 447-448) 
His expanded model includes the need for "all indi-
viduals, regardless of institution, to make some form of 
intellectual transition to the academic demands of college 
life" (p. 449). To assist with this transition, Tinto 
encourages the inclusion of orientation programs geared to 
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the needs of adult learners who are entering college for the 
first time or returning after a lengthy absence (p. 449-452h 
The importance of informal contact between students 
and faculty in promoting persistence in higher education is 
the theme of Pascarella's (1980) conceptual model. Such 
student-faculty contact impacts both the academic and social 
integration proces~. As seen by Pascarella, this contact 
promotes intellectual and interpersonal self-concept, 
resulting in, among other things, persistence in college. 
As a student's background characteristics interact with 
institutional factors in Pascarella's model (i.e., institu-
tional size or faculty culture), opportunities for informal 
contact with faculty are either increased or extinguished. 
Such student-faculty contact, and other college experiences 
with peers both inside and outside the classroom, impact the 
student's academic and social outcomes (GPA, satisfaction, 
self-concept), and from there, withdrawal/persist decisions 
are made. 
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Bean's (1980) review of the Spady, Tinto, and 
Pascarella models cites three characteristics they all have 
in common: 
1. They describe attrition as a longitudinal 
process. 
2. They all rely on Durkheim and have a theo-
retical base in the social and academic 
integration of students. 
3. They are all very complex in order to 
enhance accuracy and promote generaliza-
bility. 
In addition, says Bean (1980), they require an answer 
to two critical attrition questions: 
1. Which is more important in dropout deci-
sions? 
a. entry-level characteristics 
b. institutional characteristics 
2. Which is more important for the institution 
to promote? 
a. academic factprs 
b. social factors 
Bean indicates that the answer to the first question 
sets up a choice of two directions: (1) Do institutions 
recruit more of those more likely to persist, or (2) Do 
institutions spend more on programs that respond to factors 
that keep people in school? 
The answer to the second question, says Bean, will 
determine where institutional resources should be allocated. 
Bean's (1982) earlier model of student retention was 
developed from his study of an industrial model by Price and 
Mueller. Although incorporating much of the Spady and Tinto 
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models and recognizing the importance of both academic and 
social integration, he further identified with and included 
the impact of "environmental press"--for example, finances, 
family, and other non-student responsibilities (Murray, 
cited in Bean & Metzner, 1985, p. 489). Such external 
forces can significantly impact a student's withdrawal deci-
sion. In Bean's model, another variable, "intent to leave," 
which was based on the work of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), is 
inserted immediately prior to when the continue/withdraw 
decision is made (p. 25). Bean also included Bentler and 
Speckart's (1979) theme of the influence of past behavior on 
current decisions. 
Bean's (1982) earlier conceptual model was, like 
Spady's and Tinto's, longitudinal, complex, and drew on 
social and academic integration of students as influencing 
decisions to withdraw. The model had four classes of 
variables: (1) background; (2) organizational; (3) environ-
mental; and (4) attitudinal outcomes. All four variables 
affected a student's intent to leave, "the immediate 
precursor to dropping out" (Bean, 1982, p. 25). 
The current model of non-traditional student attrition 
(Bean and Metzner, 1985) and the one being used for this 
study, reflects the direct effect on attrition of the 
sign:f.ficantly different environment of the ~-traditional 
student, defined as older, part-time, and/or commuter. 
One defining characteristic of the non-
traditional student is the lack of social 
integration into the institution; therefore, a 
different theory must be used to link the 
variables in this model. (Bean and Metzner, 
p. 489) 
This model thus includes the influence of the non-
traditional student's external environment. Likewise, 
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social integration variables are eliminated from the current 
model because Bean and Metzner's 1985 review of the litera-
ture comparing non-traditional with traditional students: 
••• overwhelmingly suggests that social 
integration is rarely a major factor in attri-
tion decisions. It has (also) not been found 
to be positively and significantly related to 
persistence of non-traditional students. (p. 520) 
There are some studies cited by Parelius (1979), how-
ever, that document the significance of student peer groups 
in facilitating academic success and satisfaction. 
An adequate peer group can facilitate 
academic success for adult students by pro-
viding a power base from which they can effect 
organizational change. (Parelius, 1979, p. 185) 
In summary, all of the attrition theories reviewed 
included background characteristics and academic integration 
variables. The theories specifically focusing on tradi-
tional students usually included social integration 
variables as well. The non-traditional student attrition 
theory eliminates social integration variables as important 
factors, but includes environmental variables in recognition 
of the variety of roles the older student usually plays in 
his/her life. 
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Design 
Terenzini (1982) provides a summary of the various 
research designs available to the educational researcher 
studying the student attrition problem. The autopsy design, 
occurs when information is collected from dropouts, usually 
after the fact and usually with a survey, to see why they 
withdrew. In cross-sectional designs, information is 
collected from currently enrolled students and, at a later 
time, compared for those who have dropped and those who 
remain. The longitudinal design collects the same informa-
tion at two or more po:f.nts in time from the same group of 
students and then, as the group distributes itself over time 
into persisters or dropouts, the collected data is analyzed. 
Following is a summary of the three designs he discusses: 
Source: 
TABLE I 
SU~~Y EVALUATION OF THREE DESIGNS 
FOR STUDYING ATTRITION 
~ioo A",," SIWIia Oou..t.rfioool z...,..Jjul 
SlWin $I .. ,
R ... ant. CoNidc,.,iGn. 
I ... ,. ..... rdiobilil,· 'robah/r limi,'" .... ibIo .... iblt 
I ............ alidi,,. , ...... bIy ~mi' ... ..... iblt 'OIIiblt 
LibIy ... _,lIh J_~ !~IO~ -~. Su.pko nprtlfft,,'iYfMII UnliUl, M ... libl, M_liUl, 
1 ... moI_alidi" 
C-"'-'.it~_ No Yn Ya 
._b 
Con' ..... "' .. i'iaI No Limiltd' Ya 
P'"'P diII'tttncn 
AnaIyIiClI ~u ... U.ulll,_ript, .. .iYlrial~ ar Mullinrial' 
or btwanacc mulun";'., 
ApplicohiIi', 01 cia .. '0 Nonc--Lilnited Mode .... ·Hilh MocIr'II •• Hip 
exbrr_ 
.......... -a,a,"" 
Netdod ,raiN • .,n.,.",- Mim,naI Modtll.t ID Advanced 
01 projrcI allll" ad.anad 
T_oo .......... lludy ,·!_ha 6-'_lh. I! monoha 
DirrcI tDIII (, .... ivcJ,) lAw IAw·Mode'lI. Hip PIaan ... _ LimilCd I.imilcd-MocIr'lI. CoNidcrablo 
DI .. ·fUnap.'" row F ... ·Modefll.· Many 
poaIIIuu .... 
rtqUimMIII' 
·~ __ .................. iI., ... ...-<,) ......... ..., .............. ........,. 
• ..... ,.....uJft..:l ................ iNliaI....,., ................ "' ••• C'oDnl .. , 
.~ .... ...,pmlllrp ........... ..&IbIr for .. ..., ........... ,.,.."aUntnl.IIMMoI.p-
................. 
Terenzini, 1982. 
As shown in the table, questionnaires received only 
from non-persisters are insufficient to ensure internal 
validity of an attrition study. Terenzini (1982) defines 
internal validity as: 
The design's capability of ensuring that an 
observed relation between an independent and a 
dependent variable is not spurious and that 
alternative explanations for the observed rela-
tion have been controlled and can be ruled out. 
Basically, internal validity can be enhanced in 
either of two ways: (1) through the random 
assignment of persons to experimental and 
control groups (probably impossible in attri-
tion studies) or (2) through the use of a 
nonequivalent comparison group with statistical 
controls to take initial group differences into 
account. (p. 57) . 
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Therefore, to increase internal validity of an attri-
tion research study, data should be gathered from persisters 
at the same time and under the same conditions as it is from 
non-persisters. 
Application: Traditional Students 
Because the non-traditional model of Bean and Metzner 
is founded, in part, on traditional student research, a 
brief description of several attrition studies involving 
traditional students in included here. First, traditional 
students are defined as generally unmarried, (23 years in 
age, and registered for fulltime academic loads. 
A number of attrition-related studies have been 
conducted with traditional students. For example, at the 
University of Texas (Austin), Krebs and Liberty (1971) wrote 
of the analysis they did on data collected during exit 
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interviews with three groups of traditional withdrawing 
students. Group 1, those performing satisfactorily and with 
no prior history of probation or enforced withdrawal, 
appeared upon ,withdrawal to be a "relatively able and 
materially secure group of students whose chief problem was 
immaturity" (p. 9). Group 2 students were currently on 
scholastic probation but had no prior record of enforced 
withdrawal. Findings from their exit interviews revealed 
that low academic skills figured most significantly into 
their withdrawal decisions. They shared, however, the same 
problems as were prominent in Group 3; that is, finances and 
relationships with spouses and fiancees. The records of 
Group 3 students indicated both scholastic probation and a 
previous history of enforced withdrawal. Depending on the 
academic history of the individual, therefore, three 
different variables (social, academic, environmental) had 
the greatest effect on withdrawal decisions for three 
different groups of students. As Krebs and Liberty note, 
"in voluntary withdrawals, it appears that we are in fact 
dealing with a complex self- and social problem" (p. 8). 
Another attrition study done by Herndon (1984) 
determined among a group of 226 financial aid recipients 
(mostly traditional students) that persisters were more 
likely than withdrawals to (1) have good high school grades, 
(2) have good standardized aptitude test scores, (3) reside 
in college residence halls, and (4) receive college work 
study grants. 
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Bean (1985) conducted another traditional-student 
attrition study that used the socialization/selection issue 
as the theoretical base. Factors within the socia1ization/ 
selection issue included one academic, college grades; one 
social, institutional fit; and one personal, institutional 
commitment. Independent variables influencing the three 
factors in Bean's model included (a) academics; (b) social 
or psychosocial issues; and (c) environmental support/ 
constraints. The actual criterion that Bean measured was 
dropout syndrome; "that is, a conscious, openly discussed 
intention to leave an institution coupled with actual 
attrition" (p. 36). This definition eliminated from the 
dropout numbers those students who, because of unpredicted 
health or family crises, had to leave without intending to. 
Differences in dropout syndrome across class levels 
were also measured. Bean found a set of 13 independent 
variables that accurately accounted for 47% of the variance 
in dropout syndrome for freshmen, 35% for sophomores, 27% 
for juniors, and 35% overall. For Bean's group of 
traditional students, there were only 2 cases out of 43 
tested where significant differences based on class level 
were found. First, the influence of institutional fit on 
dropout syndrome decreased sigh~ficant1y over time; i.e., 
"If students are not selected or socialized to the values of 
the institution early, they are likely to drop out" (p. 53). 
Secondly, students increase their level of institutional 
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commitment significantly over time, but the influence of 
such commitment on dropout syndrome decreases. 
As has been found in other attrition studies with 
traditional students, socialization has a large, significant 
effect on institutional fit. Where the institutional fit is 
good, or as Rootman (1972) states, "there is a good person-
role or interpersonal fit" (p. 258), the likelihood of 
continuation at the institution is increased. 
Another attrition-related study with traditional stu-
dents based its work on the analogy that students in a 
college environment are like employees in a work setting. 
Using research on job satisfaction and employee performance, 
Bean and Bradley's (1986) study developed a model in which 
academic performance (GPA) and satisfaction were the 
dependent variables with reciprocal effects on each other. 
Bean and Bradley's findings cons~stently indicate that: 
A student's satisfaction (defined as a 
pleasurable emotional state resulting from a 
person's enactment of the role of being a 
student) had a greater influence on performance 
(defined as a student's cumulative GPA) than 
performance had on satisfaction. (p. 398 & 403) 
"This finding," say Bean and Metzner, "is contrary to 
most studies which assume GPA causally influences 
satisfaction" (p. 403). 
Using institutional fit and academic integration 
variables from the previously described theoretical models 
of Spady, Tinto, Bean, and Pascarella, Bradley & Bean 
29 
(1986) found that academic integration had a larger effect 
on satisfaction for men than for women. They also found 
that institutional fit (similar to social integration) had a 
larger effect on satisfaction for women than for men 
(p. 406). Institutional fit was defined as the extent to 
which a student felt that he/she belonged at the institu-
tion. Academic integration was defined as the interest, 
motivation, and confidence one felt as a student and the 
perception that one "thought like faculty" (p. 395). 
Basically, their findings indicated that (a) the causes of 
satisfaction differ for men and women; (b) only for women is 
the relationship between GPA and satisfaction statistically 
significant; and (3) w~ere the relationship exists, the 
effects of satisfaction on GPA are greater than the effects 
of GPA on satisfaction. 
Application: Non-Traditional Students 
Smith's (1980) study of persisters and non-persisters 
included both traditional and non-traditional students. He 
found an inconsistent link between age and dropout. This 
finding is in line, however, with conflicting results 
obtained in a review by Pantages and Creedon (cited in Bean 
& Metzner, 1985) of attrition literature which concluded 
that age was ~ a primary factor in causing attrition, but 
in Astin (1975) and Newman's (cited in Greer, 1980) studies 
which indicated it was. Smith further found that female 
subjects in his study were more likely to complete their 
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programs on time, but men weie more likely to return (after 
stopping out) to complete in general. Marriage decreased 
the likelihood of completion; ethnicity had no effect. The 
higher one's socioeconomic status, the greater the likeli-
hood of persisting in Smith's study. He also found that 
high school grades were positively linked to college 
academic performance, but satisfactory college integration 
was not always linked to persistence. 
Other attrition studies conducted with a variety 
of non-traditional students, as either the entire sample 
population or as a comparative group to traditional stu-
dents, were also reviewed. For example, a study by Irving 
Rootman (1972) looked at voluntary withdrawal from the U.S. 
Coast Guard Academy. Using stepwise multiple regression, 
Rootman eventually developed a six-key variable theoretical 
model wherein "person-role fit" and "interpersonal fit" 
emerged as the major determinants of voluntary withdrawal 
(p. 258-262). Like the theoretical attrition models of 
Spady and Tinto, Rootman's theory also emphasized the need 
for social integration in promoting retention efforts. 
Berkove (1976) examined environmental factors that 
differentiated dropouts from persisters in a non-traditional 
population consisting of 361 married females over the age of 
25. She found a clear distinction between dropouts and 
persisters on one environmental factor, self-perception of 
stress. She had mixed findings on the other two factors, 
husband's support and attitude toward marriage. In fact: 
While at least half of the women found 
specific areas to be problematic to some extent 
(e.g., time for myself, time for children, 
taking on too many responsibilities, neglecting 
housework, integrating my responsibilities as 
student, wife, and mother), dropouts indicated 
that those areas created significantly greater 
problems for them than they did for the 
"successful" (persisting) student. (p. 3-4) 
The students' perceptions of their husbands' support 
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was less clearly differentiated between dropouts and persis-
terse Emotional support was not perceived as significantly 
different between the two groups, but functional support 
was. Such functional support as helping with the housework 
was reported to be offered on a lesser scale to dropouts 
than to persisters. 
The report of the women's attitudes toward their 
marriages was also mixed. For dropouts, the women's atti-
tudes toward their marriages improved. However, those 
dropouts who had satisfactory opin~ons about their marriages 
before re-entering college, reported significantly lower 
opinions after dropout. The opinions of the persisters who 
were initially happy with their marriages rose significantly 
as they continued their college studies. 
Malin, Bray, Dougherty, and Skinner (1980) conducted a 
study with non-traditional students to determine differences 
between men and women regarding (a) their college perfor-
mance as measured by GPA, and (b) their level of 
satisfaction with college in general. Though not an attri-
tion study, per se, this research, nevertheless, has 
implications for persistence-withdrawal decisions because of 
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its connection to the findings of Bean & Bradley (1986) 
regarding satisfaction/performance. Malin's students were 
"over the age of 24 and were enrolled either part-time or 
full-time in undergraduate or post-baccalaureate (but not 
formal degree-granting graduate) programs" (p. 117). Demo-
graphics from their 343 respondents showed that 56% were men 
and 44% women. They were primarily upper-level under-
graduates attending college part-time, and most had been 
away from school for at least three years. 
The results of this research did not support 
the general contention that adult women, 
(rather than men), face special problems in 
coping with the college experience. (p. 126) 
Men in this study had lower GPAs, were less satisfied 
with college, and reported less positive intellectual and 
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personal achievement. They also reported more suffering 
than did women from family complaints about time and money 
spent on college and, in general, experienced more serious 
conflicts about their mUltiple roles as spouse, parent, 
employee, and student. Because of lower academic integra-
tion and a higher environmental press, the findings of Malin 
and others suggest a higher withdrawal rate for the male 
non-traditional student. 
Another attrition study with non-traditional commuting 
students over the age of 25 years at a junior college was 
conducted by Greer (1980). Using Tinto's (1975) model, 
Greer sought to determine if age was a discriminating factor 
of withdrawals and persisters in two college environments: 
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(1) the regular academic program, and (2) a developmental 
program. Overall, Greer found that age was negatively 
related to persistence in the regular academic program, but 
positively related in the developmental one (p. 7-8). 
Greer's (1980) research further supports the later 
theory of Bean and Metzner (1985, p. 16) in that: 
The older students attached little importance 
to such things as meeting new people, making 
friends, and participating in campus activities. 
Social integration, in other words, was not a primary factor 
in either withdrawal or persistence decisions. 
Another finding of Greer's was that in the regular 
academic program, older students were more academically 
successful than younger students, but had higher attrition 
rates. The older students also were more certain of their 
goals and had a more positive image of the college. How-
ever, this apparent successful academic integration did not 
contribute to increased retention. 
In 1972, Reehling (1980) began a longitudinal study of 
323 adult women, 30 years or age or older, attending a 
community college program cooperatively sponsored by a major 
midwestern university. The follow-up study of these women 
in 1978 revealed that the 75% who had continued their educa-
tion did so more because of high internal motivation for 
self-improvement and intellectual stimulation than for any 
other reason(s). Reehling's attempts at predicting 
persistence/withdrawal through a series of stepwise 
discriminant analyses were partly successful. The 
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discriminant function was able to accurately predict 96% of 
those who continued, but only 10% of those who did not 
(p. 494). One interesting finding from Reehling's study was 
that "encouragement from others had definitely not been a 
main reason for these women to pursue their educational 
goals" (p. 493). The lack of encouragement may be a less 
severe deterrent to continuation than is the presence of 
disharmony or college-induced stress in the personal 
environment of the adult learners. What Reehling found was 
that dropouts indicated environmental pressures as main 
reasons for leaving, but persisters did not. What persis-
ters did show was a very high degree of internal motivation 
which, "when one views 1972, was probably a required trait 
in the women who 'pioneered' the first large wave of female 
re-entries into higher education" (p. 496). 
Another longitudinal study w~th students who met the 
definition of "non-traditional" was conducted by Pascarella, 
Duby, Miller, and Rasher (1981). They sought to determine 
if ~-enrollment variables and academic achievement 
variables were reliable predictors of withdrawal-persistence 
behavior for non-residential students. Though some pre-
enrollment traits (secondary school performance for example) 
did significantly differentiate among students, such 
characteristics were more effective in dis~inguishing stop-
outs from either persisters or withdrawals. It was only 
after the first quarter's academic performance was added 
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that a clear distinction between persisters and withdrawals 
was evident. 
What Pascarella and the others surmised was that some 
students, upon receiving their first quarter GPAs, quickly 
saw they did not have the background or shared norms that 
were needed to succeed and, therefore, withdrew (p. 34). 
Satisfactory first quarter academic performance, on the 
other hand, began the academic and institutional integration 
that is correlated with persistence. In summary, what 
Pascarella and others concluded about their non-traditional 
student population is consistent with other traditional 
student research, which suggests that "vo1un~ary withdrawal 
is less a function of ~-enrol1ment traits than of ~­
enrollment experiences" (p. 347). 
Pascarella conducted another attrition study with 
Du~y and Iverson (1983) at a non-residential setting. They 
found that the academic integration results were consistent 
with studies done at residential universities, but that 
social integration showed a negative influence on 
persistence. This latter finding is inconsistent with the 
Spady (1970), Tinto (1975), and Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1977,79,80) theories that stressed the positive influence 
played by social integration on retention. Thus, the 
Pascarella et a1. (1983) findings give even more credence 
to looking at some other variable, i.e., environmental 
factors, as the critical link in non-traditional student 
retention studies. 
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Pascarella (1985) also conducted a longitudinal, 
multi-institutional study of over 4,000 students to compare 
differences between on-campus students and commuters on 
intellectual and interpersonal self-concept. Previous 
research on student educational outcomes associated with 
living on campus versus commuting to college (Astin, 
Chickering, and Iffert, cited in Pascarella, 1985, p. 292) 
showed that commuters were less likely to persist and had 
the following characteristics: 
1. Commuters were less disposed than residen-
tial students to engage in various 
educationally and developmentally influ-
ential activities. 
2. Commuters were less likely to participate 
in non-required offerings, resulting in less 
interaction with students and faculty. 
3. Commuters were less likely to be influenced 
developmentally.by their college experience 
(measured by various dimensions of change; 
i.e., increase in aspirations , perceived 
competence and ability, and commitment to 
long-range goals.) 
The 1985 study by Pascarella sought to determine what 
impact on student development could be explained by resident 
living. His findings indicated that: 
Living on campus had a significant, direct 
effect on two causally subsequent variables in 
the model: social integration with peers and 
with faculty. Residential status, however, was 
not significantly associated with academic 
integration or with either academic or inter-
personal self-concept. (p. 298) 
Though his findings might imply support for the 
social- and academic-integration models of Spady and Tinto, 
Pascarella's data was collected during 1975-77, and he 
cautions about generalizing the findings now, "particu-
larly with increased numbers of older and non-traditional 
students in American higher education" (p. 299). 
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In another attrition study, Voorhees (1987) found that 
academic in~egration variables (GPA, hours spent studying, 
informal contact with faculty) did not meet statistical 
criteria to be considered for persistence. He surmised that 
community college students (usually older, part-time 
commuters; i.e., non-traditionals) did not have as much time 
to spend on academic matters because of other (external 
environmental) commitments. 
In conclusion, the literature reviewed on Attrition 
Studies points to a need: (1) to base institution-specific 
studies on a theoretical model; (2) to clearly specify the 
population being studied and select the appropriate 
variables thereof; and (3) to deter~ine, as closely as 
possible, the causes of student persist-withdraw decisions 
in addition to just reporting descriptive data. In 
addition, this review guided the design of the present 
study. As a result, improvements, as recommended by 
Terenzini (1982), were built into the autopsy design to 
lessen the weaknesses that are characteristic in expost 
facto research. For example, rather than just obtaining 
descriptive data from External Degree leavers and then 
making some generalizations about who they are and why they 
are dropping out, a comparative group of finishers from the 
same degree program was included. As a result, assessment 
of any statistically significant differences between these 
two groups of students was possible. 
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Likewise, the literature regarding attrition of 
traditional students as compared to that of non-traditional 
students points out differences in the contribution of the 
variables studied. For example, most of the attrition 
studies of traditional students focuses on the contribution 
of three major sets of variables: (1) background, (2) social 
integration of institutional fit, and (3) academic 
integration. Any influences from the environment of the 
traditional student were more a part of that student's 
social/academic integration and, therefore, did not 
establish themselves as a distinct category. 
For non-traditional students, however, the attrition 
studies reviewed indicated the importance of environmental 
factors as distinctly contributing to persist/withdrawal 
behavior. Academic integration variables were still 
noticeable discriminators in the non-traditional student 
studies, but socialization variables were frequently ruled 
out as not contributing to persist/withdrawal decisions. 
THE ADULT AS LEARNER 
A concise summary of the review of the literature 
regarding the adult learner is found in Hughes (1983). His 
synthesis of the diverse literature on non-traditional stu-
dents was guided by three questions: 
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1. Who is the non-traditional student? 
2. What do they want from higher education? 
3. How can educators respond? (p. 51) 
Hughes' summary of the literature revealed three 
characteristics (in addition to being 23 years or older 
which is somewhat generally accepted as the age divider) 
that distinguish the non-traditional college student from 
the traditional student. First, non-traditional students 
have mUltiple commitments. They are most frequently 
carrying several roles as student, spouse, parent, employee, 
taxpayer, voter, and concerned community citizen. In 
contrast, traditional students most frequently have limited 
commitments. 
Secondly, non-traditional students are not campus 
focused. "The family or work environments often take 
precedence over the educational environment" (Hughes, 1983, 
p. 53). In contrast, traditional students, because of their 
on-campus orientation and/or residency, are very "campus 
focused." 
Thirdly, non-traditional students prefer learning that 
is centered more on problem-solving, even: 
••• when the learning has no more immediate 
application than a better understanding or 
appreciation of some remote aspect of life. 
(White, cited in Hughes, 1983, p. 56) 
This style of learning Hughes calls "informal," as 
contrasted to the formal, subject-matter focus of tradi-
tional students. More succinctly stated, non-traditional 
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students prefer a hands-on approach to learning; tradi-
tional, a more distance approach because of their sense of 
"storing up the knowledge for later use since 'living begins 
after learning is completed'" (White, cited in Hughes, 1983, 
p. 56). 
As Rauch (1981) noted: 
Adults learn best when they are participants 
in the learning system (and) they are very 
"now" oriented. One does not start an adult 
class with an orientation, with theory, or with 
a chronological history. You start with a 
bang. (p. 12) 
In addition to these three broadly stated character-
..... ~: 
istics that Hughes reports as consistently appearing in the 
literature, there are other characteristics of adult 
learners that are frequently cited. For example, some adult 
learner studies report a trend away from education and 
liberal arts and toward business, accounting, and urban 
studies (Solomon and Gordon, cited in Hughes, 1983, p. 54)-. 
Even though preparation for work remains a major motivator 
for beginning or returning to college, Flaherty (1978), 
however, is one researcher who noted that: 
Reasons for the influx of older students 
are more varied, with personal satisfaction, 
fulfillment, and interest in civic responsi-
bilities becoming stronger motivators. (p. 375-
376) 
Lance, Lourie, and Mayo (cited in Hughes, 1983, 
p. 54), found that the subjects of their study, 583 return-
ing students over the age of 24 who had been out of school 
two years or more, had low self-confidence about their 
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ability to succeed. Part of the reason for a lower self-
confidence may be traced to the adult's previous educational 
performance. For example, Kuh and Ardailo's (1979) study 
comparing adult learners with traditional students subs tan-
tiated the findings of other researchers that "older 
students did not achieve as well in high school as their 
younger counterparts" (p. 212). Flaherty (1978, p. 376), 
however, notes that "non-traditional students are generally 
more receptive to remedial instruction and/or some type of 
self-instructional program designed to build self-
confidence." 
In addition, Kasworm's (1980) review of prior research 
on academic achievement of older undergraduates in a variety 
.of institutional settings and special population categories 
reveals that: 
Older undergraduat~s do perform adequately 
and effectively, as assessed by GPAs, in com-
petitive undergraduate environments. (p. 37) 
Using this research background, Kasworm evaluated 
differences between younger and older undergraduates 
regarding academic capabilities. Her 1980 article reported 
on a study of their intellectual and socio-emotional orien-
tations, as measured by the Omnibus Personality Inventory 
Form F, an instrument developed by the Center for the Study 
of Higher Education at the University of California 
(Berkeley). She found that older undergraduates, as com-
pared to their younger classmates, displayed significantly 
higher scores in the areas of personal integration, lack of 
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anxiety, theoretical orientation, and analytical problem 
solving (p. 30, 39). Kasworm's summary of the different 
characteristics of older and younger undergraduate students 
follows. 
TABLE ir 
TYPOLOGY OF DIFFERENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
OLDER AND YOUNGER UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 
Young" UndergTlldUIJIU 
I. Q.uui·dependent being 
2. Limited emotional/financial support Cor 
significant othen 
S. Major time Cocu. on academic and 
related extracurricular activities 
4. High Identification with .tudent role 
5. Seeking out a &eIC·ldentity 
6. Limited awarencaa oC own capabilhies 
7. Minimal exposure to liCe/career role 
moclela 
S. Minimal &eIC·confidence and developing 
&en&e oC maturity 
9. Introspective orientation 
10 Impulse (short· term) decision·making 
II. Limited exposure to Ilrategies Cor 
learning 
12. Passive learner role (unknown readincaa 
to learn) 
IS. Limited history oC selC·directed learning 
14. Minimal analytical/critical problem 
aolving skilla 
15. Limited prior liCe experiencca 
Source: Kaaworm, 1980. 
Old.r Und.rBradUIJltJ 
I. Independent being 
2. Major emotional/financial support Cor 
.ignificant othen 
S. Competing time Cocu. on job. Camily. 
community. penonal responsibilities in 
rel;lIlon to academic activltie. 
4. Composite identification with many roles 
5. Renewing &eIC·ldentity 
6. Continuing growth oC awareness oC own 
capabilitie. 
7. Significant exposure to IiCel career role 
modela 
8. Developed and divenified &eIC·confidence 
and maturity 
9. Varied self/othen orientation 
10. Capacity Cor delayed gratification (long· 
term) decision·making 
11. Varied mategiesto learning 
12. Active learner role (active readineSlto 
learn) 
15. Divenlfied opportunities for prior 
development oC selC·directed learning 
14. Developed analytical/critical problem· 
aolving skilla 
15. V~ried rich liCe opportunities and 
experiences 
A comprehensive study conducted at the State Univer-
aity of New York at Albany (Mangano, Conado, and Frank, 
in Hughes, 1983), showed that returning non-traditional 
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students rated several aspects of college life significantly 
more important than did traditional students. These higher 
ratings included more flexible scheduling of courses, 
including evening and weekends; credit for out-of-college 
experiences; and independent study course expansion. How-
ever, ~ significant differences between non-traditional and 
traditional students were reported on preferences for 
concentration, study-skill and memory improvement; for a 
broad educational background with a number of courses 
providing specific job skills; and for relaxed, informal, 
encouraging instructors who have a realistic view of a 
student's responsibilities outside class and who use many 
examples in their lectures. 
Kimball and Sedlacek (1971) also found in their study 
of two groups of full-time undergraduates (one less than 36 
years old and the other, over 36), that the older group was 
significantly different on two issues. First, the older 
group felt teachers and administrators cared about students; 
and secondly, the older group was less critical than the 
younger group about the college environment in general. 
One adult-as-learner study, carried out by Wolfgang 
and Dowling (1981), assessed differences in motivation for 
participating in college between adults 24 years of age or 
older and younger undergraduates. Responses were 
categorized into motivational factors as follows: 
(1) social relationships, "to make new friends" 
(2) external expectations, "to carry out the 
recommendation of some authority" 
(3) social welfare, "to improve my ability to 
serve mankind" 
(4) professional advancement, "to secure pro-
fessional advancements" 
(5) escape/stimulation, "to get relief from boredom" 
(6) cognitive interest, "just for the sake of 
learning." (p. 642) 
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Using a two-way ANOVA, Wolfgang and Dowling found that 
older-students scored significantly higher at the .01 level 
of significance than younger students on the motivational 
factor of cognitive interest. Older students scored 
significantly lower than younger students on the 
motivational factor of social relationships and external 
expectations. No significant differences between the age 
groups were found on the other three motivational factors: 
(1) social welfare and (2) professional advancement were 
ranked moderately high by both age groups; (3) escape/ 
stimulation was marked low by both. 
One implication of the Wolfgang and Dowling study is 
particularly pertinent to the environment of distance-
learning students. The older students scored significantly 
higher on the cognitive interest factor, and thus, according 
to Wolfgang and Dowling: 
indicated a stronger internal drive for 
learning, (and) are better candidates for indi-
vidualized programs that often require a great 
deal of self-direction and dedication. (p. 646) 
In keeping with the cognitive interest theme, Brook-
field (1986), too, identifies six principles that promote 
achievement in the curriculum developed for adult learners: 
1. voluntary participation on the part of the 
learner 
2. mutual respect between/among instructors and 
learners 
3. a collaborative spirit within the learning 
environment 
4. a sense of praxis or alteration between 
activity and reflection 
5. critical reflection opportunities for 
learners 
6. self-direction; empowerment of learners 
(p. 9-11) 
Another study with chronological age and marital 
status as factors of academic performance was reported by 
Von der Embse and Childs (1979). Their population of 517 
senior-status students at a Midwest state university's 
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college of business administration, was divided into groups 
by age:, those older than 27; the others, 27 or younger. 
They found that older student~ achieved significantly higher 
GPAs than did the younger students. Although marital status 
yielded no significant differences between the two age 
groups, married women achieved significantly higher GPAs 
than did unmarried women. Marital status was not a signifi-
cant factor in academic performance among the men. 
Von der Embse and Childs hypothesize in their 
concluding remarks that: 
The older student's academic performance is 
influenced by a more self-directed commitment 
to educational goals; (and) using outside 
experience as a resource for learning, the 
older student is more likely than the younger 
student to be a high achiever. (p. 478) 
46 
In summary, this section of the literature review 
confirms .that the motives, backgrounds, and environments 
that adult learners bring to the classroom are diverse. As 
Flaherty (1978) remarks: 
Educators will find a great sense of satis-
faction from working with adults. The adults' 
interest is infectious; their motivations 
stimulating; (and), for the most part, they are 
independent learners. (p. 37) 
Adult learners bring to the academic environment "a 
different set of attitudes, values, and expectations" (Von 
der Embse & Childs, 1979, p. 476). And, as Kasworm's (1980) 
study suggests: 
Older undergraduates have strong~r capa-
bilities for conducting analytic inquiry, for 
assuming self-discipline and responsibilities 
for learning activities; for involvement in 
self-directed tutorial and independent study 
activities, and for integration and synthe-
sizing of theoretical materials. (p. 44) 
Demographics in higher education enrollments are 
changing. And, a summary of the adult-as-learner literature 
implies one main theme: Institutions which are alert to 
this change and respond accordingly, by providing the kinds 
of academic programs and support services that address the 
needs of adult learners, should reap the benefits of attrac-
ting this exciting, challenging group of students. More 
importantly, such institutions have a better chance of 
retaining them once they are there. 
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RURAL"AND URBAN ADULT LEARNERS 
The third area of literature reviewed for this study 
was in the area of rural versus urban adult learners. 
"Participation rates in education," say Darkenwald & Larson 
(1980), "are notably lower in small towns and rural areas 
than in cities and suburbs" (p. 4). Even so, rural adults 
comprise nearly 27% of the nation's adult learners 
(McCannon, 1985). When McCannon compared them with urban 
learners, rural adult learners proved remarkably similar on 
all variables examined--age, sex, reason for participation 
in adult education, subjects enrolled in, type of provider, 
number of courses taken, and source of payment. However, 
McCannon's 1977 and 1985 studies of the differences between 
rural and urban adult learners pointed to three distinct 
barriers faced by rural adults more frequently than by their 
urban counterparts: 
(1) access to educational programs, because of 
distances 
(2) lack of adequate finances with which to 
participate 
(3) lack of adequate advising and counseling (p. 13) 
Barker (1985) reiterates these differences by expand-
ing on each of the three, citing the most notable as 
distance or residency location: 
Rural learners who live in areas of low popu-
lation density and/or geographical isolation 
will most definitely be provided fewer 
educational services and opportunities. (p. 5) 
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Even though telecommunications has the ability to 
provide access to educational programs and, according to 
Spears (1985), "serves as a valuable ~lly in serving rural 
professionals, its abilities to reach the less-educated in 
rural areas is seriously questioned" (p. 15). Barriers two 
and three (lack of finances and lack of advising/counseling) 
help to explain the justifications behind Spear's statement. 
Financial support for participation is also confounded 
in rural areas where it is generally more expensive to 
provide outreach programs with mileage for teachers and/or 
telecommunications increasing the costs to the consumer. 
Generally lower income levels of many rural adults further 
limit accessibility to programs delivered on a self-
support basis to distant areas (McCannon, 1977 & 1985; 
Treadway, .1984; and Zucker, 1986). 
According to Treadway (1984), current federal criteria 
for allocating resources ignores the higher costs of 
delivering instruction to rural areas and overestimates the 
local resources available to support such services. Such 
was certainly the case, as reported by Hershfield (1986), in 
the Learn Alaska Network $30 million telecommunications 
system. This rural-outreach system was terminated after 
developers failed to recognize that $200,000 annually for 
the entire programming effort was insufficient to meet the 
educational needs and distance expenses involved in serving 
native Alaskans in rural areas who were unable to supplement 
the expense t hemse lves. "Therefore," says Spears (1985), 
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"states should not look to technology as the solution to all 
rural needs" (p. 15). 
Perhaps all too frequently, rural adult learners are 
presented with a smorgasbord of courses--an attempt to meet 
most of the needs of most of the learners. What is reality, 
says Treadway (1984) in quoting Margery Walker of the Rural 
Education Program at the University of Alaska in 1981, is 
that "rural residents seek coherent programs, sanctioned for 
field delivery, by campus departments--not just occasional 
courses" (p. 14). Treadway continues: 
In the area of providing credit programs and 
extended degree opportunities for residents of 
small rural towns, four-year colleges and 
universities offering comprehensive programs 
are definitely in the minority. (p. 48) 
A study reported in 1986 by McDaniel confirmed a 
distinction between perceptions of barriers to rural adult 
learners as compared with their urban counterparts. Over-
whelmingly, both rural providers and learners felt that they 
did not have equal choice in selecting educational options. 
Added to the choice issue are problems of (a) distance and 
transportation; (b) increased costs; (c) declining incomes; 
(d) limited access to instructors and advisors; (e) limited 
support services; and (f) lack of access to materials and 
resources. Barriers listed by providers and learners across 
seven Northwest states in the McDaniel study were highly 
similar. 
Numerous systems and programs designed to serve rural 
learners are reported in the literature. Many appear to be 
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reasonably successful. For example, Benson and Hirschen 
(1987) cite the Interactive Telecommunications Cable Project 
in rural downstate New York (Westchester County); the Educa-
tional Telecommunications in Small Rural Schools operation 
in Norwich, New York; audio-teleconferencing of the Univer-
sity of Nebraska, Eastern Montana State University, and the 
University of Wyoming; linkages between microcomputers and 
electronic chalkboards successfully operating in the 
Mansfield, Pennsylvania, Teleteaching Project and in the 
Delaware-Chenango Schools network; the interactive TV via 
satellite with one-way video and two-way audio systems which 
include. programs from Oklahoma State, Texas, Utah, and 
Spokane, Washington; and the Appalachian Educational 
Satellite program. 
The literature reviewed about rural/urban adult 
learners cited only the differences in terms of 
access, affordability, and acceptance of the types of 
educational programs available. No literature was 
found which compared rural and urban adult learners on their 
persist/withdrawal behavior in college programs. 
ADULT DEVELOPMENT 
Much of the literature reviewed in the area of Adult 
Development is written by theorists who, according to 
Schlossberg (1984, p. 4-19), describe adults from an age and 
stage perspective. Age-related stages are described by 
Levinson (1978); the new-development stages by Erikson 
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(1978, 1980); Fowler (1981); Gould (1978); Havighurst 
(1972); and Vaillant (1977); ethical/moral development 
stages by Gilligan (1982) and Kohl berg (1983); cognitive 
development stages by Perry (1970) and Piaget (1969); and 
ego-development stages by Kegan (1982) and Loevinger (1976). 
Non age-related concepts regarding adult development are 
described by Belenky (1986), and women's "different ways of 
knowing"; Bridges (1980) and Schlossberg (1984), the 
importance of understanding and patience in coping with 
transitions and of weaving play into work and love; 
Lowenthal's (1975) significant life events; and Neugarten's 
(1968) individual variability/times. 
Although the specific age ranges may differ, most of 
the age/stage theorists noted above refer to 4-5 stages of 
adulthood. These stages can be broadly categorized as: 
(1) Early Adulthood (18-30); (2) Mid Adulthood I (30-45); 
(3) Midlife Crisis (42-45); (4) Mid Adulthood II (45-60), 
and (5) Later Adulthood (60+). 
According to Levinson (1978), individuals in the Early 
Adulthood stage (18-30 years) are either already involved in 
full-time, traditional studies or have not yet felt the urge 
to return to school on a part-time basis--other issues are 
occupying their time (p. 72-78). For example, in his all-
male study, Levinson identified the focus of this "season" 
of life with a work-related, goal-directed theme. Actively 
pursuing a fulltime college education might be the goal in 
Levinson's 17-22 year-old category, described as moving out 
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of the pre-adult world and experimenting and choosing adult 
rules (p. 56). But, by age 22-28 when entering the adult 
world, Levinson's subjects are busy exploring options and 
developing a stable life structure (p. 58). However, at 
about age 28-33, Levinson's age 30 transition occurs. 
"Transitions," according to Bridges (1980), "are 
natural processes of disorientation and reorientation that 
mark the turning points of our path of g=owth" (p. 5). 
Common to all transitions, says Bridges, is (1) an ending; 
(2) a middle, confusing time, and (3) a new beginning. 
One's attitude towards the transition, notes Bridges, is 
dependent on whether the change being experienced is chosen 
or externally forced. 
At this stage, Levinson's adult is making efforts to 
improve or correct his life structure which may result.in a 
return to college studies. However, other issues begin 
arising for individuals in this age, namely marital problems 
and occupational shifts. Bridges speaks to this critical 
transition period when he references "the riddle of the 
sphinx," in that the individual now "walks on two feet at 
noon" (the independent adult), following a period of child-
hood or "walking on four feet in the morning" (p. 28). 
Bridges sees the speed with which individuals are able to 
establish themselves as an independent adult affecting their 
ability to commit to a goal at the age of 30 (p. 37). For 
example, as Piaget (1969) asks, did the individual accom-
modate or assimilate the situation in life to his/her own 
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rteeds while arriving at the age 30 transition? Or, rather, 
did he/she merely power his/her way through to age 30 
without much change or self-reflection? 
Assimilation would have the individual interpreting 
new experiences by existing rules, concepts, or schema. It 
is deemed easier than accommodation which demands that the 
individual modify his/her existing concept (or expectation) 
in order to "fit in" the new experience. Piaget, a cogni-
tive theorist, describes these processes as periods of 
equilibrium/disequilibrium as individuals move through 
several life stages. Fowler (1981) describes Piaget's 
theory as being focused on structural changes that consti-
tute one's thought processes at a given time. When enough 
accommodation occurs to warrant a change, according to 
Fowler, a new stage e~erges. 
Piaget's research serves as a backdrop for Kegan's 
(1982) theories on the evolving self. "Meaning making" is 
the descriptive phrase Kegan uses to refer to his studies on 
the evolving self. According to Kegan, the making of one's 
understanding is a balancing throughout the lifespan of 
subject and object relations (p. 12, 46-110). 
Kegan's three adulthood stages are (1) the inter-
personal balance, (2) the institutional balance, and (3) the 
interindividual balance. The individuals at the inter-
perso~al balance stage are so dependent on what others think 
of them (i.e., faculty, advisors, fellow students), that 
they have no real sense of self that is separate. They are, 
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according to Kegan, incapable of establishing true intimacy 
because their "self" is brought into being by others--"you 
are the other by which I complete myself" (p. 100). 
Other early adulthood college participants fit Kegan's 
second adulthood stage, the institutional balance. Here, 
adults are seen as capable of holding conflicting feelings 
simultaneously. Self-dependence and self-ownership create a 
personal self-system that can separate, for example, the 
belief that "I have relationships" from earlier stages of "I 
am my relationships" (p. 100). Kegan cautions individuals 
here of exhaustion, resulting from being too self-
sufficient. 
Individuals at the interindividual balance level are 
able to separate themselves from their work/performance life 
and survive, therefore, failing on some task or at least 
hearing some negative report abQut their performance. They 
see themselves as "running" their system, but not being the 
system itself" (p. 103). Because their sense of self is no 
longer brought into meaning by others, they are capable of 
becoming intimate or interpersonal. 
All individuals, says Kegan, evolve through a duality of 
human experience between yearning for inclusion and yearning 
for independence. The flow between holding on and letting 
go marks transitions in individuals' lives that need to be 
understood and supported as much as possible in an academic 
program. 
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Levinson's next three categories are: (1) Settling 
Down, about ages 33-40; (2) Midlife Transition, about ages 
40-45; and (3) Entering Middle Adulthood, about ages 45-50. 
The "settling down" students, as Levinson describes them, 
are the younger "settlers" who are becoming junior members 
of society by establishing their niche, making it, and 
identifying the steps on the ladder of success that are 
needed to move up (p. 59-60). The older settlers in this 
group are busy "becoming one's own man" (p. 60) by striving 
to achieve, says Levinson, authority or independence and 
reappraising their goals and achievements. 
Though Levinson's research was done with males, 
Bridges claims the "tasks" of completing the midlife transi-
tion for women and men are about the same: (1) to terminate 
the era of early childhood; (2) to initiate middle adult~ 
.hood; and (3) to deal with conflicting feelings and values 
brought about by middle age. 
The last age-related category described by Levinson is 
the 45-50 year-olds "entering middle adulthood" (p. 61). 
Levinson's men are described here as responding to the task 
of bringing stability and meaning to one's commitments and 
values. The dream of achievement, involving a mentor and/or 
a "special woman" (p. 109) is no longer predominant. 
Lowenthal and Thurner (1975) see a continual process through 
a man's lifespan of analysis and reorganization. Relation-
ships playa relatively subordinate role in the tasks 
associated with the male's adult development: (1) building 
and modifying the life structure; (2) working on a single 
component of the life structure; and (3) becoming more 
individuated. 
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Another way to profile adults is with new-development 
stage theory. Erikson's (1978) crisis resolution theory is, 
according to Fowler (1981), built on Freud's psychosexual 
stages by expanding the circle of influence to include the 
cultural symbols of the larger society, i.e., the psycho-
social environment. Erikson's belief is that one's life 
consists of a series of events that lead to choices at 
certain periods in life. The choice is described by Erikson 
as a "crisis~" and the individual is in a period of dis-
equilibrium until the crisis (choice) is resolved. As 
crises are met and dealt with, the individual's personality 
is defined and redefined. 
Although not discretely age-related, the crisis stages 
nevertheless represent critical periods during which certain 
issues become predominant. In the early adulthood category 
(18-30 years), for example, Erikson describes two periods: 
18-22 year-olds dealing with the crisis between achieving an 
identity or remaining role diffused; and 23-30 year-olds 
struggling with the issues of intimacy and isolation. 
Adults of ages 31-50 are in conflict between generativity 
and stagnation, and those over 50 are attempting to achieve 
integrity rather than despair. As the adult integrates and 
differentiates between the choices at each stage, his/her 
identity is achieved and serves as the basis for commitments 
to values that help resolve later stages of conflict. 
Erikson suggests that each event in an adult's life may be 
perceived as either a crisis or a non-crisis event. If 
perceived as a crisis, individuals usually experience a 
brief state of "moratorium" as they decide whether or not 
they are capable of solving the specific crisis. If the 
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perceived crisis is solved, the "identity-achieving" status 
results; if the crisis is not solved, the individual may 
either be foreclosed on the subject while seeking an easy 
solution; identity-diffused or unconcerned; or continue to 
exist in a moratorium. If the individual does not perceive 
the event as a crisis in the first place, it is either 
because (1) the problem has already been solved (identity-
achieved); (2) the event is denied·(identity-foreclosed); or 
(3) the individual is unconcerned (identity-diffused). At 
Erikson's 7th stage, individuals are. either concerned about 
future generations or have turned inward with a lack of 
interest or rejection of the younger generation. 
Building on Erikson's "stage notion of crisis resolu-
tion," Gould (1978) characterizes adulthood with 
descriptions of five age-related levels: (1) 16-22 year-olds 
growing independent from one's birth family, including an 
openness to new ideas; (2) 22-28 year-olds stabilizing of 
concerns, engaging in work, and becoming confident with 
one's self and autonomy; (3) 28-34 year-olds showing an 
increasing dissatisfaction with their marriage but 
increasing investment with their children. This is a time, 
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says Gould, of self-reflection (p. 153). (4) At ages 35-45, 
Gould sees adults in "quiet desperation," where time becomes 
finite and concerns mount regarding health and aging 
parents. (5) Then at age 44-50, the adult stabilizes his/ 
her personality, increases the involvement with the spouse, 
kids, and friends, and generally begins to accept things 
the way they are. 
Gould's theory of adult development revolves around 
the changes in self-insight and personal philosophy that 
arise as the adult grows and continues to integrate his/her 
"childhood consciousness" into an adult reality. Gould 
(1978) also incorporates the developmental task theory of 
Havighurst (1972). This theory emphasizes where, at certain 
ages, society expects involvement in and/or achievement of 
certain tasks. These tasks are (1) achieving civic and 
soci~l responsiblity; (2) establishing/maintaining an 
economic standard of living; (3) assisting one's teenage 
children to become responsible and happy adults; (4) devel-
oping adult leisure time activities; (5) relating oneself to 
one's spouse as a person; (6) accepting and adjusting to the 
physiological changes of middle age; and (7) adjusting to 
aging parents. 
Vaillant's (1977) longitudinal study is also founded 
on Erikson's (1978 & 1980) work, although done strictly with 
268 men at Harvard. He fills in the gap in Erikson's stages 
between intimacy (20's) and generativity (40's) and calls it 
"career consolidation," or a period when adults translate 
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their hobbies and ambitions into occupational terms 
(Schlossberg, 1984, p. 27). He found that those individuals 
who were able to achieve intimacy in resolving the 23-30 
year-old intimacy vs. isolation crisis, were then able to 
deal effectively with their careers. The theme of 
Vaillant's research effort seems to be on adaptation to life 
and to the development of coping skills. Inner adaptation 
factors for Vaillant include (1) biological injury, 
(2) intellectual growth, and (3) capacity for intimacy. 
External factors include (1) early loving relationships, 
(2) the array of targets for identification, and 
(3) stresses and opportunities. "Psychosexual maturation 
occurs," says Vaillant, "through the success or failure of 
negotiating the Eriksonian life crises" (p. 349-50). 
Fowler (1981) uses several adult development 
theoretical models to help describe the stages of faith 
development. For example, Piaget's (1969) and Kohlberg's 
(1969 & 1973) studies helped Fowler focus on the structuring 
activity of faith; Erikson, on the functional aspect of 
faith. Fowler believes that: 
The level in one's faith stage will help 
determine how the Erikson crisis is resolved 
because the quality of response to the crisis 
is dependent on one's stage of faith. (p. 107) 
"Faith," says Fowler (p. 25), "is the way we commit 
ourselves to centers of values and power that exert an 
ordering force in our lives." 
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Another way to describe categories of adults is with 
Kohlberg's (1983) six moral development stages. The first 
two, (1) Punishment /Obedience and (2) Naive Instrumental 
Hedonism, are grouped under the broad title "Premoral," and 
are associated with the preadolescent period of life. Stage 
1 individuals see people of high authority unbound by rules; 
authority for such individuals is associated with age, size, 
and power. The value of life for a moral Stage 1 individual 
may get confused with the value of physical possessions. 
Stage 2 individuals follow rules to get rewards/favors. 
They believe, according to Loevinger's (1976) interpretation 
of Kohlberg, that it's OK to take advantage of another's 
mistakes and that rights have power, even if the exercise of 
them causes another to suffer (p. 120). 
Another category described by Kohlberg is the "Conven-
tional Role-Conforming" mor.ality. Two stages make up this 
category, roughly associated with ages 13-35. Stage 3 (13-
21 years) is called Good Relations/Approval, and is charac-
terized by gratitude and the drive to maintain loyalty. In 
Kohlberg's hierarchy, Stage 4 is called Law and Order. At 
this stage, individuals interpret law as basic for the 
social order. Individuals at Stage 4, for the most part, do 
not feel responsible for the effects of their behavior 
beyond one's own defined role responsibilities. The last 
broad category in the Moral Development theory of Kohlberg 
is titled "Self-Accepted Moral Principles." The 5th and 6th 
stages are included here. Number 5 is called Democratic 
Contract, where one conforms in order to maintain the 
respect of an external spectator who judges in terms of a 
whole community's welfare. Kohlberg believes that indi-
viduals at this stage feel laws should be obeyed because 
they were developed by the democratic process; punishment 
serves rehabilitation and it is the contractual obligation 
of the judge to administer punishment. (p. 99) 
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Kohlberg's 6th stage is called Individual Principles 
of Conscience. At this level, one conforms to avoid self-
condemnation; assumes self-responsibility for acts done and 
not done; believes in the importance of personal trust; and 
feels that moral principles determine,the appropriateness of 
rules. Though this 6th stage completes Kohlberg's theory at 
the present time, he hints (p. 6, 41) at the possibility of 
a 7th soft stage of ethical and religious orientation. 
Gilligan's (1982) criticism of Kohlberg focuses on the 
differences she perceives, between men and women, especially 
at the 4th, 5th, and 6th stages of moral development. 
According to Gilligan, female participants are more likely 
to be responding throughout their lifetimes to "a different 
voice" that speaks more to relationships than to rights; 
more to caring for others than to responsibility for self 
(p. 21, 24-38). 
Much adult development theory, according to Gilligan, 
is based on research done with men. In the case of moral 
development, the very factors that are seen as strengths for 
women come through in Kohlberg's hypothetical situations as 
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evidencing weakness in,the female's moral judgment. For 
example, "achievement of Kohlb~rg's 6th stage," says 
Gilligan, "is based on a male model 'of adherence/belief in 
rules (stage 4) and justice (stages 5 and 6)" (p. 18). The 
caring and sensitivity of women makes it less natural to fit 
into these stages, but not, as Gilligan refutes, deficient 
in moral development. "Judgment," says Gilligan (p. 69), 
"comes in two modes: (1) masculine, or the public world of 
social power; and (2) feminine, or the privacy of domestic 
interchange." The usual expectation in our society, accord-
ing to Gilligan, is that the masculine mode is "better" and 
moves toward maturity. The constant tension that is, there-
fore, created for females is between a more natural 
inclination to be sensitive and responsible for others 
versus the "more mature expectation" of developing the self 
thropgh the appropriate exercise of rights and responsi-
bilities. This conflict between achievement and care leaves 
women divided in their moral judgments and/or feeling 
betrayed (Gilligan, p. 159). As Gilligan (p. 135) states, 
"Women are always in the dilemma of either caring for and 
worrying about not hurting another ~ doing what is right 
for themselves;" i.e., saying no to family/friend obliga-
tions or expectations in order to study. "The tension 
between attachment on the one hand, and separation on the 
other, characterizes and anchors the cycle of human life" 
(p. 149). 
In the early adulthood period of life, positive 
~esolutions of Erikson's crises result in a dichotomy of 
identity (self) and intimacy (other). As Gilligan states: 
Females will most likely struggle more than 
men to maintain both these resolutions because 
of the different voice that speaks to them 
saying, "We know ourselves as separate only 
insofar as we live in connection with others, 
and we experience relationship only insofar as 
we differentiate other from self." (p. 63) 
"The. conflict between self and other constitutes," 
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says Gilligan (p. 69), "the central moral problem for women: 
i.e., birth control vs. abortion, compassion vs. autonomy, 
virtue vs. power." 
Stages.of thinking may also be used to describe 
adults. Perry's (1970) work provides, perhaps, the best 
description of the development of thinking. Belenky (1986) 
describes Perry's scheme as: 
how students' conceptions of the nature and 
origins of knowledge evolve and how their 
understanding of themselves as 'knowers' 
changes over time and how they interpret 
educational experiences. (p. 4) 
As with most, if not all developmental stage theories, 
Perry also recognizes the irregularities of growth. He 
describes three alternatives to ethical/intellectual growth 
as (1) temporizing, or pausing for more than a year in any 
one position, typically with awareness of the next step; 
(2) retreating after glimpsing multiplicity and then 
actively denying the legitimacy of another's opinion; and 
(3) escaping, usually to one of the middle positions where 
the individual may alienate oneself and become cynical. 
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Yet another way to describe adults is with Loevinger's 
(1982) structural stage theory regarding ego development. 
Her framework provides 10 sequential stages with only the 
first two, presocial and symbiotic, reserved for infancy 
and, therefore, not descriptive of adulthood. In order, 
stages 3-10 are: 
(3) Impulsive, seeking immediate gratification 
without regard for negative consequences 
"as long as I can get away with it." 
(4) Self-Protective, where, as an adult, the 
individual becomes opportunistic, decep-
tive, and pre-occupied with the control of 
others. 
(5) The Conformist, where the individual is 
beginning to trust within the family or 
group but generally just obeys rules 
because they are rules and makes no 
distinction between rules and norms. 
(6) The ConSCientious-Conformist, where the 
indiv~dual sees multiple options, is able 
to differentiate norms from goals, and sees 
him/herself falling short of, the "ideal." 
(7) Conscientious, where the individual has 
self-evaluated standards, is self-critical, 
assumes guilt or achievement for conse-
quences of behavior, and internalizes 
rules. 
(8) Individualistic, which carries forward 
features of the previous stage but adds the 
dimension of respect for individuality. 
(9) Autonomous, previous stage characteristics 
and adds coping and toleration skills in 
dealing with conflicting inner needs. 
(10) The Integrated Ego, with previous stage 
characteristics plus the added dimension of 
being able to reconcile inner conflicts and 
renunciate the unattainable. 
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Belenky (1986) provides a different view of women by 
describing, not a developmental a~proach, but rather five 
"epistemological" viewpoints. She views Piaget's theory as 
a morality of rights; Kohlberg's as an evolution of moral 
reasoning for males; and Gilligan's as a morality organized 
around responsibility and care. Belenky feels, though, that 
women have a "different way of knowing" that can take shape 
in fiv£ different dimensions: 
(1) Silence, where the woman essentially 
"maintains her place" and is seen but never 
heard. Such women are subject to the whims 
of authority and are virtually unable to 
conceive of their own sense of self. 
(2) Received Knowledge, where the woman is 
capable of getting and passing on knowledge 
but feels incapable of generating it her-
self. She listens to the voices of others 
to determine the right or wrong answers and 
is, therefore, intolerant of ambiguities. 
She thinks literally and, without really 
understanding the ideas, is unable to read 
between the lines. She believes self-
advancement is OK, but only if it is to 
help others in the process; otherwise, she 
sees it as selfish and destructive. Her 
self-concept is formed from other's 
opinions and expectations of her. 
(3) Subjective Knowledge, where the woman 
senses and listens to "the still small 
voice" that is emerging "in her gut." 
Belenky speculates (p. 58) that many women 
function or come to this level as a result 
of a crisis of trust with a male authority 
figure. If such crisis is followed by some 
confirmatory experience showing the woman 
that she is capable of learning, she is 
probably able to walk away from the past. 
Frequently, the walk leads to more 
education and/or a turn to a maternal-type 
authority. Though the future may seem 
foggy for such women, they are strongly 
self-determined. The caution, here, is 
that what may become a stubborn inde-
pendence will thwart further growth. 
(4) Procedural Knowledge, is a humbler, but 
more powerful voice of reason. Women with 
this perspective are learning and applying 
objective procedures for obtaining and 
communicating information. The inner voice 
is changing to point out and push for 
acceptance of the fallibility of the gut 
instinct of perspective three. There is 
more perspective taking here and more 
objectivity as the woman becomes a more 
pragmatic problem solver. For example, the 
woman is able to organize her educational 
pursuits so that the goal becomes reality. 
(5) Constructed Knowledge, is able to 
"integrate the different voices" (p. 137). 
Women here do not avoid conflict and 
stress, but recognize it as a fact of life. 
They feel the process of learning is what's 
important. 
A final way to look at adults is through the life 
events theory of Neugarten (1968). "Her work," says 
Schlossberg (p. 11), "emphasizes variability or individual 
'f anning out. '" As our lives grow longer and success i ve 
choices and commitments accumulate, our lives grow more 
different from each other than the same. Generational 
66 
differences, in Neugarten's theory, account for variability 
among individuals along four dimensions: 
(1) one's chronological age (lifespan) 
(2) age-related expectations (social time) 
(3) the per:f.od of history during which one is 
an adult (historical time) 
(4) one's perception of his/her place in the 
course of life (psychological time). 
Summary 
Returning to college is a transition, and as Bridges 
(1980) notes: 
Most of us did only a passable job of 
resolving identity issues as youth; conse-
quently, whenever we enter a new transition, 
some of these old identity issues are going to 
re-emerge. (p. 35) 
The broad concept of transition in terms of re-
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entering college remains a challenge for adult learners who 
struggle with the added identity of student. According to 
Bridges, the process of reaching a goal (i.e., completing 
the baccalaureate), is.!! important as the goal itself. At 
18-30, adult learners may still be so focused on the goal 
that the rigor of the process becomes an obstacle. Thus, 
this period of time Bridges calls searching for a place (p. 
37) may be a frustrating one for the younger adults in the 
External Degree Program. Because they.are also coping with 
tensions associated with moving from a dependent role to 
independency, they may not be ready to commit to the inde-
pendent nature of study characteristic of the Program. And, 
some External Degree students in Kegan's institutional-
balance description may burn out before completing the 
Program because of their inability to back off somewhat from 
their self-imposed independency. True, the Program expects 
students to be self-starters, but also provides numerous 
connections to a helping network of faculty, advisors, and 
peers in recognition of the support such non-traditional 
students may need. Avoiding, denying, or ignoring the 
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support systems because of too high a reliance on a personal 
'se1f-system may result in frustration and/or dropout. 
Individuals at this stage may not be able to receive and 
integrate the constructive criticism from the support system 
because of their perceptions of being personally demeaned. 
This review of the literature in Adult Development 
helped provide a more comprehensive look at the challenges 
non-traditional students face when enrolled in a college 
degree program. Reviewing how different theorists describe 
the patterns of life through which one becomes an adult 
provided helpful insights into both age- and stage-related 
theories regarding adult development. Particular attention 
was focused on the transition experienced in a mid1ife 
crisis, where adults may turn to college as a somewhat 
temporary respite from what they believe their unfulfilled 
life to be. For some, the stimulation of learning catche~ 
on, and a commitment to stay results; for others, though, 
the exposure is temporary and may/may not be productive in 
moving the adult forward to whatever else beckons. 
This broader understanding of the phenomena called 
adult development provided the necessary checks and balances 
that prevented quick assumptions or generalizations from 
being made about External Degree students' dropout deci-
sions. The review also facilitated the organization of a 
summary of the respondents' narrative comments regarding 
"What would I do differently a second time around when 
returning to college." 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to identify finishers 
and leavers in the External Degree Program at Eastern 
Oregon State College, and then to answer these basic 
questions: 
1. Who's "making" it? Who's not? 
2. What's the difference between the two groups? 
3. Do certain variables predict dropping out? 
This chapter presents the methodology used to answer 
these questions. Separate sections of this chapter will 
address (a) the setting, (b) the sample population, (c) the 
research design, (d) the variables of the study, (e) data-
gathering procedures and instruments, and (f) the statisti-
cal methods used to analyze the data. 
SETTING 
This study was conducted with students admitted to the 
External Degree Program at Eastern Oregon State College in 
La Grande, Oregon. The College is located in the north-
eastern corner of the state. Established in 1929 as Eastern 
Oregon Normal School, its original mission was as an educa-
tional training college for teachers. Over its 60-year 
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history, the College evolved into what it is now, a regional 
state college within the Oregon State System of Higher 
Education. It is one of the seven publicly supported 
post-secondary institutions in Oregon, but the only one east 
of the Cascade Mountain Range. Thus, the College has been 
attempting in the 10 years that have passed since the Oregon 
Legislature deemed it a "regional" institution, to serve the 
educational and cultural needs of the residents of a 10-
county, sparsely-populated, geographically-isolated, yet 
immense (42,000 square mile) service region. 
One of the main projects undertaken by the College 
following the creation of the Division of ContinUing Educa-
tion in 1979 was the External Degree. This program was 
created to provide an opportunity for adults, who had either 
never gone to college or whose college studies had been 
interrupted, to complete a baccalaureate. 
In responding to the diverse schedules and interests 
of such adult students, the External Degree Program offers 
either a bachelor of science (BS) or a bachelor or arts (BA) 
in General Studies. Though no campus residency in La Grande 
is required for the degree, participants must have at least 
45 of the 186 minimum quarter hours required for graduation 
awarded under the supervision of Eastern Oregon State 
College faculty. This definition of residency fostered the 
creation of mUltiple options that External Degree students 
have available to them in order to meet the 45-hour require-
ment ~ to complete the degree itself. (These options will 
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be described later in the Definition of Variables section of 
this chapter). Other requirements of the degree parallel 
the on-campus General Studies degree and/or institutional 
requirements for graduation. Specifically, of the 186 
quarter hours required for graduation: 
1. 70 hours must be at the upper-division level; 
2. 50 must satisfy Eastern's general education 
(liberal arts) requirements with a minimum 
of 15 hours in each of 3 disciplines: 
(a) humanities, (b) social science, and 
(c) natural science; 
3. a minimum cumulative grade point average 
(GPA) of a 2.0 must be achieved on all 
Eastern Oregon State College credits and on 
all credits, including transfer credits, 
appearing on the student's transcript; 
4. up to 45 vocational-type credits that do 
not meet the normal mix of theory and 
application, including cooperative-educa-
tion (work placement credits) may be 
applied toward the degree; 
5. up to 108 community college credits may 
apply towatd the degree; this limit may be 
exceeded with approval of the Assistant 
Academic Dean if the excess credits fit 
into a planned degree program. 
In addition, External Degree graduates, just like 
graduates in any other Eastern Oregon State College degree 
program, must pass the College's exit writing test, the 
Writing Proficiency Exam (WPE). No limitations are imposed 
on the number or type of credits that can be earned 
through different options made available to students (e.g., 
Assessment of Prior Learning portfolio, Weekend College 
courses, Individualized Studies courses). To preserve the 
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intent of a general studies degree, however, no more than 90 
of the 186 credits required for graduation can be in the 
same discipline; and within these 90 hours, no more than 35 
can be at the upper-division level. 
SAMPLE POPULATION 
Over 1,000 adults have been admitted to the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree Program since accurate 
program admissions records began in 1982. Using the 
Program's admissions list, students were identified as 
either (a) finishers, (known to have graduated through the 
External Degree Program by Fall Quarter 1988); (b) actives, 
those individuals whose Program advisors or transcripts 
reported either portfolio or course activity during 1988); 
or (c) leavers, those admitted prior to 1988 whose Program 
advisors and/or transcripts reported no progress made toward 
the degree for at least one calendar year. Once identified, 
actives were omitted and the remaining 241 finishers and 228 
leavers constituted the sample population of this study. 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
The theoretical model on which the study was based 
came from a published researcher in the field of post-
secondary attrition, Dr. John Bean, of the Department of 
Higher Education and Student Affairs at Indiana University 
in Bloomington. In collaboration with Barbara Metzner from 
Indiana University-Purdue University in Indianapolis, Dr. 
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Bean developed the Conceptual Model of Non-Traditional 
Student Attrition. The model, as shown below, was based on 
Bean and Metzner's review and interpretation of codifica-
tions, or "reviews of research that synthesize the findings 
of many empirical studies" (p. 493) from the field of 
postsecondary student attrition. 
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To overcome or at least reduce several of the weak-
nesses that Terenzini (1980) identifies as characteristic of 
the autopsy/post hoc design (p. 56-58), several procedures 
or features were built in. As already mentioned, the 
research design was established from a theoretical base 
about non-traditional student attrition. In addition, the 
instrument used to collect the data was patterned after one 
made available by Dr. Bean which he had used in similar 
research. Some modifications were required in the instru-
ment to reflect the particular situation in the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree Program. 
Also, in order to improve the response rate of 15%-40% 
predicted by Terenzini (p. 63) for mailout surveys, Total 
Design Method procedures described by Dillman (1978, p. 160-
199) were followed. 
As Terenzini (1982) notes: 
The longitudinal design provides the most 
extensive planned control of the many variables 
thought to be potential influences on the 
persistence behavior of students. (p. 61) 
However, as Terenzini also comments (p. 61-62) a 
project staff, with advanced training and time, and sizable 
financial support are need~d to conduct longitudinal 
studies. Neither was present to assist with conducting the 
current study. 
The cross-sectional design was considered for the 
present study. In such a design, data are obtained from a 
group of students at the same time and reviewed a 
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relatively short time later when dropout or persistence can 
be determined. However, this type of design, notes 
Terenzini (1980, p. 58-60), also needs a project staff with 
adequate time and money. In addition, the cross-sectional 
design did not seem as applicable to a non-traditional 
program like the External Degree. The nature of the 
External Degree Program options, especially the assessment 
of portfolio, creates instances where a 3-9 month period of 
no transcripting of credits may occur. It may be incorrect, 
therefore, as well as inappropriate, to identify students as 
leavers after only one or two quarters following admission 
to the Program just because no new credits had appeared on 
their transcripts. Many cross-sectional studies would 
assume that the no transcripting indicated leaving. How-
ever, in the External Degree P,rogram, it may only mean that 
the student is working on portfolio essays, or weekend 
college and/or individualized studies assignments. 
Therefore, after considering all the advantages and 
disadvantages of the three types of designs, (autopsy, 
longitudinal, and cross-sectional), the autopsy design, with 
the previously described strengthening features built in, 
was selected for the present study. 
To determine sample representativeness, the non-
respondents were compared on known defining and background 
variables (age, sex, GPA, and ethnicity) with the 
respondents. Similar comparisons between non-responding and 
responding finishers and leavers were also conducted. The 
results of these comparisons, as described in Chapter IV, 
affirmed representativeness of the respondents. 
LIMITATIONS 
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Initial group differences in career and college aspi-
rations or motives for participating in the External Degree 
Program could not be controlled in this autopsy design, and 
this aspect of the study is a recognized limitation. 
Although generalizability to other populations and/or 
institutions may be limited, the findings of the present 
study still contribute to the larger body of knowledge about 
non-traditional students in general, a body of literature 
which is recognized as minimal (Knoell, cited in Bean and 
Metzner, 1985; Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980; Tinto, 1975, 
1982b; and Zaccaria & Creaser, cited in Bean and Metzner, 
1985). 
The wording of several survey questions may have 
limited the interpretation of their response categories. 
For example, questions 27-34 and 70-77 provided for an "n/a" 
response. When comparisons between leavers and finishers 
were calculated, the "n/a" responses were included. There-
fore, the individuals for whom the questions applied were 
compared against those for whom they did not. The signifi-
cance of differences which resulted may have been affected 
more by the number of "n/a" responses (individuals for whom 
the questions did ~ apply) rather than by actual differ-
ences between/among students for whom they did. 
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Differences in responses to a number of questions may 
have been affected by the amount of time the participants 
spent in the External Degree Program. For example, if 
leavers left before involving themselves in numerous options 
available for earning credits toward their degrees, then a 
larger number of "nori responses to questions asking whether 
or not they earned credits through certain types of options 
(questions 3-17), may be more an indication of shortness of 
time in the program rather than of failure to academically 
integrate. If finishers more frequently responded "yes" to 
such questions, then the interpretation of any significant 
difference between leavers and finishers is limited because 
the study did not control for length of time in the Program. 
VARIABLES FOR THE STUDY 
Dependent Variables 
There was one behavior, persistence, which was 
measured in this study. The behavior, however, could result 
in two choices: (1) leaving the Program or (2) finishing the 
Program. 
A leaving student was defined as one who: 
(1) had been admitted (beginning with 1982 
records) to the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program, but 
(2) had not shown any activity indicating 
progress toward finishing the Program for 
at least one year as verified by: 
(a) no activity on his/her transcript 
in the Eastern Oregon State 
College Registrar's Office for at 
least one year (i.e., all of 1988 
or more), or 
(b) the student's faculty advisor 
verification that no portfolio 
essays were in progress. 
A completing student was defined as one who: 
(1) had been admitted (beginning with 1982 
records) to the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program, and 
(2) who had graduated within this Program 
with a General Studies Degree. 
Independent Variables 
The independent variables included in the present 
study were adopted from the Bean and Metzner model. As 
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their model on page 73 shows, four variable categories were 
identified: (1) Defining; (2) Background; (3) Academic; and 
'(4) Environmental. Also, two outcome categories were 
included: (1) Psychological Outc~mes and (2) Academic Out-
comes. Although social integration variables are usually 
included in traditional student attrition research, Bean and 
Metzner's review of the literature regarding student 
attrition (p. 490) determined that while socialization was 
relatively unimportant for non-traditional students, the 
noncollegiate environment was. The importance of 
environmental variables is unique to this model: 
Whereas most research has concentrated on 
what could push a student out of an institu-
tion, environmental variables indicate ways in 
which the student might be pulled from the 
institution. (Bean, 1982, p. 28). 
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Therefore, the underlying process of attrition on 
which the present study was based differs from what is 
frequently seen in attrition studies. For example, Bean and 
Metzner presume environmental variables to be more important 
for non-traditional students than academic variables, which 
lead them to the following hypotheses: 
1. When academic and environmental variables 
are both good (i.e., favorable for 
persistence), students should remain in 
school. 
2. When both are poor, students should stop/ 
dropout. 
3. When academic variables are good, but 
environmental variables are poor, the 
student should leave school because of the 
stronger influence of a distracting or 
unsupportive nonco11egiate environment on 
stop/dropout decisions. 
4. When environmental support is good, but 
academic support poor, students.would be 
expected to remain enrol1ed--the environ-
mental support compensates for low scores 
on academic variables. (p. 491-492) 
Defining Variables. Age, enrollment status, and 
residency were the three aspects of defining variables 
compared in the current study. These variables are included 
as reminders that they must be controlled or they would 
interact with other variables. For example, since the pre-
sent study focuses only on non-traditional students, any 
significant impact on attrition of age within this group 
would need to be assessed. 
Attrition studies that attempted to link age with 
persist-withdrawal decisions have produced conflicting 
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results. The effect of ag,e on withdrawal appears, say Bean 
and Metzner, to be indirectly applied through jobs, family 
responsibilities, and absenteeism associated with work and 
family expectations. Likewise, Lenning (1982) reported 
conflicting results when attempting to link age with dropout 
decisions because "older students are rusty on academics, 
but are more highly motivated" (p. 35). To determine any 
age-related differences of External Degree leavers and 
finishers, students were asked: 
"What age interval best describes you while you 
were participating in the External Degree 
Program?" 
Response options included: under 23; 24-35; 36-
44; 45-54; 55-64; over 64 years. 
(The current age of each respondent was also obtained from 
the Eastern Oregon State College student data base.) 
The codifications Bean and Metzner found regarding 
enroll.ent status of full-time vs. part-time students consis-
tent1y agreed that attrition rates for part-time students 
were higher than for full-time students. In the Bean and 
Metzner model, this variable referred to the number of 
academic credits for which a student was enrolled during the 
term when the initial assessment occurred. However, because 
most External Degree students attend a four-credit-hour 
portfolio development workshop and then spend a minimum of 
two terms developing a portfolio of prior learning, their 
transcripts frequently show two or three quarters when no 
additional credit is recorded. The enrollment status 
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variable was modified in the present study, therefore, to 
refer to (1) the subject's grade level upon entrance to the 
External Degree; and (2) for leavers, their progress level 
prior to leaving the Program; and for finishers, the average 
number of credits per term they completed as they progressed 
toward graduation. Respondents were asked two questions: 
(1) Which term best describes the grade level 
at which you entered the External Degree 
Program? 
Response options included: Freshman, 0-44 
crs.; Sophomore, 45-89 crs.; Junior, 90-134 
crs.; or Senior, 135 crs. or more. 
(2) Leavers: Which statement best describes 
your progress in the External Degree 
Program up until the time you stopped 
progressing toward graduation? 
Response options included: basically 0, I 
never really got started; up to about 25 
credits; between 25-75 credits; between 76-
125 credits; over 125 credits, or: 
Finishers: Which statement best describes 
your progress toward graduation in the 
External Degree Program? 
Response options included: less than 6 crs. 
per term; between 6-8 credits per term; 
between 9-11 credits per term; or at least 
12 credits per term. 
In the Bean and Metzner model, residence was defined 
as the difference between commuting to campus and residing 
on/near campus. Since the External Degree Program is 
designed for commuter students who, for the most part, live 
with other family members away from the campus grounds, this 
variable was modified in the present study to differentiate 
between living in or out of Oregon, near or away from a 
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college facility, and living in a rural or an urban area. A 
question about differences in perception of barriers between 
ruial and urban External Degree participants was also 
included in this variable. The effect of residence on 
leavers/finishers was assessed by asking the following 
questions: 
While you were participating in the External 
Degree Program, were you a resident of Oregon 
all or most of the time? 
Yes/No 
Was there, while you were participating in the 
Eastern Oregon State College External Degree 
Program, a regional outreach-type center pro-
vided by Eastern or another community or four-
year college/university near (within 10 miles) 
of your home? 
Yes/No 
For the most part, what kind of community did 
you live in while participating in the External 
Degree Program? 
Response options included: Rural area or farm, 
15+ miles from city; Town or small city under 
50,000; Medium-sized city (50,000-250,000); 
Suburban area near large city; Large city 
over 250,000 
How many miles away is the home you lived in 
while participating in the External Degree 
Program from the La Grande campus of Eastern 
Oregon State College? 
Response options included: 0-49 miles 
(considered within one hour's drive and 
includes two counties, Union and Baker, within 
the Eastern regional service region); 50-149 
miles (includes all or parts of seven other 
regional counties, Wallowa, Malheur, Umatilla, 
Grant, Morrow, Gilliam and Wheeler as well as 
S.E. Washington); 150-249 mi les (includes more 
remote regional service area (Harney County) 
where regular commuting is less likely); 250-
499 miles (includes Willamette Valley area and 
beyond); 500 miles or more (would include most 
out-of-state participants) 
How many miles away is the home you lived in 
while participating in the External Degree 
Program from any community college or four-year 
institution? 
Response options included: 0-49 miles; 50-
149 miles; 150-249 miles; 250-499 miles; 500 
miles or more 
What was the most difficult barrier you faced 
to participating in the External Degree? 
Response options included: lack of adequate 
finances; too great a distance from college(s); 
not enough time to commit to school 
assignments; lack of encouragement from people 
in my life; unexpected personal/family crisis; 
other (explain). 
Background Variables. Just as in attrition studies 
of traditional students (Bean, 1982; Pascarella, 1980; 
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Spady, 1970; and Tinto, 1975), background variables (educa-
tional goals, high school performance, ethnicity, family 
educational levels, and gender) were included in the present 
study because "past behavior is expected to predict future 
behavior" (Bentler & Speckart, cited in Bean and Metzner, 
p. 492). 
Background variables are expected to affect 
how non-traditional students interact with the 
institution and thus must be taken into account 
in modeling the attrition process. (Bean & 
Metzner, p. 493) 
The link between educational goals and persist/dropout 
decisions produced conflicting findings in the codifications 
reviewed by Bean & Metzner, although no research findings 
regarding dropout were based on educational goals of part-
time students. Any impact of educational goals on 
differences between leavers and finishers in the present 
study was assessed by asking the following question: 
What is the highest degree you expected' to 
eventually receive when you returned to college 
in the External Degree Program? 
Response options included: did not expect 
to receive a degree; associate degree; bacca-
laureate degree; graduate degree. 
Within background variables, only high school 
perforlllance was consistently linked with persist/dropout 
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decisions in the codifications studied by Bean and Metzner. 
Lenning (1982) reported that even though high school 
achievement was the highest·predictor of college success, it 
still only accounted for 10% of the variance in persistence/ 
withdrawal decisions. To assess the difference that high 
school performance may have had on leave/finish behavior of 
External Degree students, the following questions were 
asked: 
What was your high school grade point average 
(on a 4-point scale where A=4, B=3, C=2, D-1)? 
Response options included: 3.76-4.00; 3.50-
3.75; 3.00-3.49; 2.50-2.99; 2.00-2.49; 1.50-
1.99; 1.00-1.49; 0.00-0.99; N/A, received a 
General Education Diploma, (GED). 
What ranking in your high school graduating 
class best describes you? 
Response options included: upper 20%; lower 
20%; in the middle; n/a, received a General 
Education Diploma (GED). 
Although Bean and Metzner also recommend determining 
differences due to standardized test scores, the External 
Degree admission procedures do not require such tests. Such 
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data, even if it were available from the high school records 
of the External Degree students, would be difficult to 
obtain because of the time that has elapsed for most Exter-
nal Degree participants between high school graduation and 
the present. Therefore, although the standardized test data 
were not obtained from the participants, they were asked: 
Do you think taking any standardized tests 
should have been required of you while 
participating in the External Degree? 
Yes/No 
No differences in the codifications reviewed by Bean & 
Metzner between persisters and dropouts were attributed 
strictly to ethnicity. However, because such data were 
available on the Eastern Oregon State College student data 
base, the respondents' race was included in the comparisons. 
Specifically, respondents were coded as: 
l=Black, non-Hispanic; 2=Indian/Alaskan;' 
3=Asian/Pacific Islander; 4=Hispanic; 5=White, 
non-Hispanic; 6=International; 7=No Response 
The codifications reviewed by Bean & Metzner showed 
that at commuter-oriented, four-year institutions, parents' 
education did not significantly affect persist/dropout 
decisions. However, because the present study was 
conducted with older students, many of whom were expected to 
be married, External Degree participants were asked about 
the educational levels of their spouses, as well as their 
mothers and fathers. 
Indicate the number that corresponds to the 
highest educational level of (1) your mother; 
(2) your father; (3) your spouse. 
Response options included: less than high 
school; high schoo1/GED; post high school, 
non-college vocational school training; some 
college; college degree. 
Although gender was not shown to directly affect 
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persist/dropout behaviors in the Bean and Metzner codifica-
tions, gender differences were included in the present study 
to determine if the indirect effect on dropout that Bean and 
Metzner noted between gender and family responsibilities was 
also evident in the External Degree student population 
studied. For example, Lenning (1982) reported that married 
men had higher completion rates than did unmarried men, but 
married women had lower than unmarried women. Therefore, 
students were asked if they were male or female, and in the 
environmental variable section, if they were/were not 
married. 
Academic Variables. "Academic variables represent the 
primary way in which non-traditional students interact with 
the institution" (Bean & Metzner, p. 492). According to 
Tinto's (1975) model, the more a student interacts with the 
institution, the more likely the student will be committed 
to persisting there. Academic variables, say Bean and 
Metzner, are expected to have an indirect effect on the 
dropout/persist behavior of non-traditional students. Five 
academic variables were included in this category: study 
skills/habits, academic advising; major certainty; course 
availability; and program involvement. Although the Bean 
and Metzner model also includes absenteeism as an academic 
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variable, this factor was eliminated from the present study. 
No codifications were found in the Bean and Metzner 1itera-
ture review that assessed the effect of absenteeism on 
non-traditional student attrition. And, since the External 
Degree Program does not require on-campus residency and 
students in the Program do not all participate in 
traditional-type courses where dai1y/bi-week1y attendance is 
the norm, absenteeism was not an appropriate variable to 
include in the present study. 
The codifications that Bean and Metzner studied 
regarding the effect of study skills/habits on the dropout/ 
persist behavior of non-traditional students did not provide 
any findings from studies done with older students. To 
attempt to assess the impact of External Degree students' 
perceptions of their study skills/habits on their comp1ete/ 
dropout behavior, students were asked the following 
questions: 
While participating in the EOSe External Degree 
Program, 
••• did you usually complete your assignments on 
time? 
Yes/No 
To what extent: 
Were you able to find time to do assignments? 
Did you procrastinate with doing your work? 
Were you confident with your study skills? 
With your reading ability? Your writing 
ability? Your verbal expression ability? 
Your ability to cope with stress? With 
challenging academics? 
Response options included: not at all; to a 
small extent; to some extent; to a great 
extent; to a very great extent. 
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The amount of time spent in acadeaic advising and the 
student's satisfaction with the quality of advising service 
did not show significant differences for non-traditional 
students at commuter-oriented four-year institutions in the 
codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner. Because of 
Eastern Oregon State College's emphasis on good, dependable, 
and regular academic advising, however, the following ques-
tions related to this variable were included in the present 
study. 
Were degree requirements made clear to you by 
your advisor? Options: Yes/No 
Should La Grande campus meetings between you 
and your advisor have been required? 
Options: Yes/No 
To what extent were you satisfied with the 
amount of academic advising you received? 
Options: not at all; small; some; great; very 
great extent 
To what extent were you satisfied with the 
quality of academic advising you received? 
Options: not at all; small; some; great; very 
great extent 
The codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner showed 
a strong positive correlation at commuter-oriented four-year 
institutions of aaj or certainty and persistence. Even 
though the External Degree, a BS/BA in General Studies, does 
not require a major, participants ~ allowed to have a 
focus to their degree with 90 of the 186 credits in the same 
discipline. For this study, therefore, subjects were asked: 
Did you focus on any particular subject area 
while accumulating credits toward your degree? 
Options: Yes/No 
Another variable in the academic category is course 
availability. Although the codifications studied by Bean 
and Metzner showed this to be an important variable: 
It was nevertheless, not significantly 
related to differences between dropouts and 
persisters at commuter-oriented four-year 
schools. (p. 502) 
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However, because one hypothesis of the present study 
was that students who live in areas where more options for 
completing their college degrees are available to them will 
be more likely to graduate than will those who live where 
such options are not so available, this variable was 
included in the present study. For example, two questions 
related to this variable were asked: 
How ~ften were courses that you desired to 
take in order to complete your degree offered 
to you? 
Were the courses you wanted to take offered at 
convenient times for you? 
Response options included: does not apply; not 
at all; some of the time; most of the time; all 
of the time. 
A final academic variable of interest and possible 
difference between finishers and leavers in the External 
Degree Program was the number and type of program options in 
which the students participated. One hypothesis of this 
study was that students who spent some time on the La Grande 
campus taking classes were more likely to complete the 
External Degree than were those who attempted to satisfy all 
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degree requirements by correspondence formats or through 
other at-home opportunities. Therefore, for this study, 
students were asked to respond "yes" or "no" about their 
participation in a number of program options in which they 
may have participated while enrolled in the External Degree: 
I. Correspondence/Regional Options 
A. Assessment of Prior Learning Portfolio 
Workshop: a credit-bearing, upper-
division hour class in which External 
Degree students who show potential for 
earning at least 15 credits through 
documented knowledge obtained outside 
the traditional classroom, learn how to 
develop the portfolio in which such 
learning is displayed. Workshops are 
held in various locations throughout 
the State. In the early years of the 
program, class could also be taken by 
correspondence. 
B. Portfolio Credit: a collection of 
student-written essays and supporting 
documentation that attempts to trans-
late experiential learning into 
academic subject modules that campus 
faculty then evaluate for college 
credit. 
C. Individualized Studies Program: a 
collection of courses developed by 
Eastern Oregon State College faculty 
that may be done through the mail, 
using a combination of print, audio, 
and/or video components. 
D. Cooperative Education Program: a 
mechanism whereby students earn college 
credit for current, on-the-job work 
experience where opportunities for new 
learning can be verified through 
jointly developed learning objectives 
by the student, the employer, and the 
academic advisor. The work placement 
may be in the student's home community 
or elsewhere. Faculty visits to verify 
progress on the learning objectives 
occur during the lO-week placement. 
E. Course Challenge Options 
1. College Level Examination Program 
(CLEP): an opportuni ty for stu-
dents to receive college credit for 
obtaining satisfactory scores on a 
variety of general and specific 
subject area standardized exams 
developed by the American College 
Testing Program in Princeton, New 
Jersey. Paperwork may be filed 
through the mail and exams proc-
tored in the student's home 
community. 
2. Eastern Oregon State College: any 
course in the curriculum at EOSC 
may be challenged for credit by 
an External Degree student follow-
ing consultation with the 
appropriate course instructor. 
Paperwork may be filed through the 
mail and exams proctored in the 
student's home community. 
F. Military Evaluation: training 
obtained while in any branch of the 
u.S. Armed Forces that is documented in 
the American Council on Education 
credit equivalencies handbook may be 
petitioned for transfer credit at 
Eastern Oregon State College. The 
paperwork may be completed at one's 
home and mailed to the EOSC Registrar's 
Office for processing. 
G. Regional Weekend College Program: a 
collection of modularized (1-2 credit) 
liberal arts courses offered on a one-
weekend format with substantial post-
weekend assignments that students then 
complete at home and mail in to 
instruc tors. Between 1982-1985, 
several of these courses were offered 
in locations other than La Grande where 
clusters of External Degree students 
lived; currently, all are offered in 
just La Grande or Port land •. Credi t may 
be applied toward Eastern's general 
education requirements in humanities, 
social sciences, or natural sciences. 
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H. Regional Center outreach classes: 
courses offered at anyone of six 
locations (Burns, Baker, Enterprise, 
John Day, Ontario, or Pendleton) where 
Eastern has a designated site for 
delivery of courses. 
I. Transfer Courses: credits completed at 
another institution and then trans-
ferred to Eastern for application 
toward External Degree requirements. 
J. Other: some well-known agencies (Ameri-
can Institute of Banking, National 
Management Association, Board of Police 
Standards and Training for example) 
have credit equivalencies recommended 
by the American Council of Education in 
a handbook similar to the one used for 
military evaluations. Though usually 
included in a portfolio of prior learn-
ing, some External Degree students have 
received direct transfer credit from an 
evaluation in the EOSC Registrar's 
Office for such training. 
II. La Grande Campus Residency Options 
A. Weekend College Program: same descrip-
tion as above, but students come to the 
La Grande campus to attend class. 
B. Regular courses/daytime or evening 
C. Portfolio Workshop: same description 
as above, but students come to the La 
Grande campus to attend workshop. 
Environmental variables. The Bean and Metzner (1985) 
model of non-traditional student attrition predicts that 
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environmental variables will have a direct effect on dropout 
decisions. Finances, hours of employment, outside encour-
agement, family responsibilities, and opportunities to 
transfer are the variables categorized as environmental. 
The codifications Bean and Metzner reviewed involving 
finances and dropout indicated a positive relationship; that 
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is, the student's perception of his/her ability ~o pay 
educational costs at commuter-oriented, four-year schools 
was directly related to persist/dropout behaviors. When the 
financial picture/perception was good, retention resulted; 
when it was poor, dropout occurred. External Degree stu-
dents in the present study were asked: 
To what extent were finances a problem for you 
while you were participating in the External 
Degree? 
Response options included: not at all; to a 
small extent; to some extent; to a great 
extent; to a very great extent. 
Which statement best describes how your educa-
tional expenses in the External Degree were 
funded? 
Response options included college-provided 
financial aid; self/spouse income; employer 
reimbursement; outside family/friends loans or 
gifts; bank loans; GI bill; other: __________ _ 
Finances were also included, along with distance, 
time, the unexpected, and lack of encouragement, as possible 
barriers from which study participants chose their most 
critical problem. 
Another environmental variable which, according to the 
codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner, yields 
conflicting results with regard to persist/dropout behavior 
is the effect of outside employ.ent. In general, the 
codifications showed that working more than 20 hours a week 
at an outside job was negatively associated with persist-
ence. One study, however, showed that outside employment 
had no significant effect on persist/withdraw behavior. To 
assess any impact on the leaving/finishing behavior of 
External Degree students, they were asked: 
How many hours per week were you employed 
outside your home while participating in the 
External Degree Program? 
Response options included 0, 1-10, 11-20, 
21-30; 31-40; over 40. 
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The presence/effect of outside encourageaent on a stu-
dent's dropout/completion behavior has not, according to 
Bean and Metzner, resulted in any codifications for non-
traditional students attending commuter-oriented, four-year 
. . 
schools. Outside encouragement is defined as the extent of 
encouragement to remain at a college that the student 
receives from significant others, not employed by the 
college. External Degree students were asked: 
To what extent, did your spouse/significant 
other encourage the completion of your degree? 
Your parents? Your friends? Your employer? 
Your children? Your siblings? 
Response options included: not applicable, not 
at all, to a small extent, to some extent, to a 
great extent, to a very great extent. 
The extent to which faaily responsibilities signifi-
cantly affect a non-traditional student's dropout/complete 
~ehavior was not represented in the codifications reviewed 
by Bean and Metzner. However, since their conceptual model 
of non-traditional student attrition shows a direct effect 
on dropout of all environmental variables, the extent to 
which family responsibilities may have affected leaving/ 
finishing behavior in the present study was included. For 
example, External Degree students were asked: 
What was your marital status while partici-
pating in the External Degree? 
Response options included: 
Single; Married; Separated; Divorced; Widowed 
How many children did you have living at home 
while participating in the Program? 
Response options included: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4+ 
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A student's perception of his/her ability to transfer 
to another degree program has produced conflicting findings 
with regard to dropout/persist behaviors in the codifica-
tions reviewed by Bean and Metzner. Whereas some studies 
show opportunities to transfer positively linked to persis-
tence, others show such perception positively linked to 
dropout behaviors. Since the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program does not require any La Grande 
campus residency, the need to transfer when a student moves 
to another community is unnecessary. However, because the 
Eastern Oregon External Degree Program isn't the only one of 
its kind (two private institutions, Marylhurst and Linfield 
in the Willamette Valley of Oregon, for example, provide 
somewhat similar programs), dropout/complete behavior of the 
Eastern External Degree student might have been linked to 
the student's perception of the likelihood of transfer. 
Therefore, External Degree students were asked: 
While participating in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree, were you aware of any 
other External Degree type programs that you 
could have enrolled in? Options: Yes/No 
Did you consider transferring to another 
institution prior to completing/withdrawing 
from the Eastern External Degree? Yes/No 
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The last variable in the Bean and Metzner (1985) model 
is social integration. This variable was not included in 
the present study because (1) social integration has not 
been found to be significantly related to dropout of non-
traditional students (Bean & Metzner, p. 520), and (2) the 
nature of the External Degree Program does not provide 
structured opportunities for students to become socially 
integrated. 
Academic outcomes, as measured in this study by the 
External Degree students' college GPA, have been shown to be 
consistent and powerful predictors of persistence in 
numerous studies at various institutions. But, as Bean & 
Metzner (1985, p. 521) point out, "College grade average may 
be relatively less predictive of persistence for part-time, 
older commuters than for their more traditional peers." 
With the Eastern Oregon State College student data base as a 
source, GPAs were obtained on 207 of the 316 respondents. 
Prior to 1982, however, transfer GPAs were merged into an 
EOSC GPA to determine the cumulative GPA reported on the 
student data base. After 1982, only the GPA earned on EOSC 
courses was reported for transfer students on the student 
data base. Therefore, for non-traditional students who did 
poorly in their younger years and transferred into Eastern's 
External Degree prior to 1982, the reported GPA is 
especially low; transfers after 1982 with the same back-
ground started over on a GPA and theirs, therefore, may be 
much higher relative to their pre-1982 classmates. 
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Psychological outcomes, defined as utility, satisfac-
tion, goal commitment, and stress, are located in the Bean 
and Metzner Conceptual Model of Non-Traditional Student 
Attrition where they are primarily affected lr the academic 
and environmental variables. Their effect on persist/ 
dropout decisions of non-traditional students is indirect, 
acting through "intent to leave" intentions (p. 522). 
Utility is defined as the student's perception of the 
usefulness of the college degree in obtaining/maintaining 
employment and of developing as a person. Research on the 
practical job application of persisting in college shows a 
positive link with completing behavior. No research on 
growth in personal development of non-traditionals was 
reported in the codifications studied by Bean and Metzner. 
External Degree students were asked: 
Which factor below best describes the reason 
you enrolled in the External Degree? 
Response options included: Required in my 
career; to improve myself; to get a job; to get 
a better job; for the personal challenge; 
other 
--------
How much impact did participating in the 
External Degree have on knowing yourself; using 
interpersonal skills; seeing alternative points 
of view? 
Response options included: little/none; some; 
quite a bit; a great deal; a very great deal 
Another psychological outcome, satisfaction, was 
defined as the degree to which a student enjoyed the role of 
being a student and reported a lack of boredom with college 
courses. For commuter-oriented, four-year institutions, the 
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codifications reviewed by Bean and Metzner showed a postive 
correlation between satisfaction and persistence. For 
purposes of the present study, External Degree students were 
asked: 
Did you find the academic expectations of the 
External Degree more difficult than you liked? 
Options: Yes/No 
Do you think taking standardized tests should 
have been required? Options: Yes/No 
Was feedback on your assignments from your 
course instructors timely? Options: Yes/No 
Was it difficult for you to ask your advisor 
for help when you needed it? Your instructors? 
Options: not at all; small extent; some extent; 
great extent; very great extent 
Do you feel the rules/procedures of the Program 
inhibited your progress toward completing the 
degree? 
Options: not at all; small extent; some extent; 
great extent; very great extent 
One open-ended question related to this variable was 
also asked: If you had it to do allover again, what would 
you do differently "a second time around" in starting or 
returning to college in order to complete your degree? 
Goal co •• it.eat is one psychological outcome 
that is difficult to validate in autopsy designs. Although 
the goal may have seemed very important at the time, the 
memory may fade after awhile. When asked in a survey 
several years following either graduation/dropout, the 
intensity of the commitment to the goal may be different. 
Especially for dropouts, it may be easier to cope with the 
reality of withdrawal by describing the goal of a college 
99 
degree as unimportant. For graduates, completion of the 
degree may have opened doors that, at the time of participa-
tion, they were unaware of and may now be unable to be 
objective about. For the present study, therefore, rather 
than asking participants how important it was for them to 
complete their programs, they were asked: 
Was a college degree required for continuation 
in your chosen career? Options: Yes/No 
Stress is another psychological outcome in the Bean 
and Metzner model. It is defined as: 
The extent to which students believe they 
experience stress from factors that are not 
related to college attendance, as well as from 
the amount of time/energy required for college 
study (p. 526). 
Bean and Metzner concluded that "outside stress 
factors appeared with sufficient frequency to warrant a 
conclusion they may significantly affect commuter student 
attrition" (p. 526). In addit'ion, research at a commuter-
oriented four-year institution as reported by Louis, (cited 
in Bean and Metzner, p. 526) indicated that "lack of time 
for school was one of the most frequent reasons that 
students reported for withdrawing at the end of a semester." 
Therefore, in the present study, External Degree students 
were asked: Which statement best describes your response to 
the amount of time that was required of you on a weekly 
basis to participate in the External Degree. 
Options: More time than 1 could possibly give; 
More time than I expected, but 1 found it; 
About the amount 1 had expected/planned for; 
Less time than expected; Hardly any time at all 
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Also, with regard to the time needed for the External 
Degree, the present study sought to find if students had 
conscientiously adjusted their life styles/habits in order 
to accommodate the added demands of participating in a 
college degree program. Therefore, External Degree students 
were asked: 
Did you cut back on any of the following 
activities while participating in the External 
Degree: paid employment; social activities 
with friends; alone time with spouse/ 
significant other; housework or home main-
tenance; involvement in children's activities; 
in civic responsibilities 
Response options included: Yes/No/Not Applicable 
The last step in the Bean and Metzner conceptual 
model of non-traditional student attrition is called "intent 
to leave, the best predictor of actual dropout" (p. 527). 
Although Bean and Metzner did not find any research that 
related intent to leave and attrition of older or part-time 
students, questions were asked of the External Degree 
students in the present study because "prior research has 
consistently shown intent to leave to be an extremely strong 
predictor of dropout" (p. 528) in other institutional 
settings. Students in the present study, therefore, were 
asked: 
Did you, at any time while you were partici-
pating in the External Degree Program, discuss 
leaving the Program with anyone other than EOSe 
personnel? Options: Yes/No 
Two additional perception of quality questions were 
asked of the participants: 
All in all, how good an education do you think 
you received through Eastern Oregon State? 
Options included: unable to judge; rather poor; 
fair; good; very good; excellent 
In your opinion, how high is the quality of 
Eastern Oregon State College? 
Options included: very low; fairly low; neither 
high nor low; fairly high; very high 
DATA-GATHERING PROCEDURES AND INSTRUMENTS 
Identification of Population to Study 
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A list of all students admitted to the Eastern Oregon 
State College External Degree Program since accurate Program 
admissions records began in 1982 was obtained from the 
External Degree Program secretary. In consultation with 
Program advisors, 1eavers and finishers were identified "1" 
nr "2," respectively, using the definitions given on pages 
77-78 of this report. Transcripts in the Eastern Oregon 
State College registrar's office were used to verify the 
leaver/finisher classifications. 
Distribution of Survey 
Procedures explained in Dillman (1978) regarding the 
total design method for implementing mail-out surveys served 
as a guide for distribution of the surveys to the External 
Degree subjects. In order to enhance the return rate from 
study participants, Dillman's theme of personalization was 
followed. Specifically: 
says: 
(1) each envelope was individually stamped 
(first-class) and addressed to each of the 469 
subjects; likewise the author's return address 
was also individually typed on each envelope; 
(2) although the body of a cover letter which 
accompanied each survey was xeroxed, the 
date and inside address for each letter was 
individually added at the typewriter; also, 
each letter was individually signed by the 
author; and 
(3) each envelope contained a stamped, indi-
vidually typed return envelope for ease in 
mailing back the completed survey. 
Regarding the purpose of the cover letter, Dillman 
The cover letter communicates the appeal to 
the study participants and emphasizes a reason-
able explanation of the subject of the study, 
its benefit to a group with which the recipient 
identifies, and the individual importance of 
the respondent to the study's success. (p. 163) 
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Copies of the cover letters accompanying the 1eavers' 
and finishers' surveys are found in Appendix A of this 
report. 
Following a pilot test of the survey with several 
External Degree participants (including finishers, 1eavers, 
and actives), the revised survey was printed on blue paper 
for finishers, yellow for 1eavers. The color coding aided 
in processing the completed surveys. (Copies are found in 
the Appendix A.) On Monday, March 13, 1989, the envelopes 
containing a cover letter, survey, return envelope, and 
author's business card were mailed to the 469 subjects. 
Exactly one week later, on Monday, March 20, 1989, a 
postcard follow-up was sent to all recipients of the first 
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mailing. Following Dillman's personalization theme, these 
cards were also individually addressed and signed by the 
author. This postcard (copy in Appendix A) was written as a 
thank you to those who had already returned their question-
naires and as a reminder to those who had not. 
A second follow-up (Appendix A) was mailed to non-
respondents on April 3, 1989, exactly three weeks after the 
original mailout. It contained another cover letter (again 
individually addressed, dated, and signed) that informed 
subjects that their questionnaire had not yet been received. 
The letter included a restatement of the basic appeal from 
the original cover letter, a replacement questionnaire, and 
another first-class stamped, addressed return envelope. 
Receipt of Completed Surveys 
Of the 469 surveys distributed, 402 or 85% were either 
completed and returned by study participants (316; 67%) or 
undeliverable due to out-of-date addresses, death, or 
general unavailability of subjects due to overseas travel, 
etc. (86; 18%). Of the 383 deliverable surveys, the 
following return was obtained: 
112 Returned of 159 Surveys to Leavers: 70% 
204 " 224"" Finishers: 91% 
316 Total of 383 Deliverable Surveys: 82.5% 
A geographic breakdown of these 316 respondents 
follows. 
10 County 
n = 74 or 23% 
(out of 109 subjects) 
w/11 non-responding leavers 
19 undeliverable leavers 
3 non-responding finishers 
undeliverable finishers 
Willamette Valley 
n = 98 or 31% 
(out of 152 subjects) 
w/16 non-responding leavers 
18 undeliverable leavers 
11 non-responding finishers 
9 undeliverable finishers 
S.E. Washington 
n = 78 or 25% 
(out of 107 subjects) 
w/14 non-responding leavers 
12 undeliverable leavers 
1 non-responding finisher' 
2 undeliverable finishers 
Other Oregon /' 
n = 38 or 12% 
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(out of 56 subjects) I 
/2 non-reSJ?Ondin*l vrs. 
9 undeliverab e Ivrs. 
n = 28 or 9% 3 non-re nding 
(out of 45) fi;ti.shers 
w/5 no rsp. lvrs. lundeliv. 
10 undeliv. lvrs. / finishers 
2 no rsp. fnshrs. 
~// 
Figure 5. Geographic Distribution of 316 Respondents 
Definition of Categories 
10 County: 
S.E. Washington: 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, Hanley, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
Legislature as "Ea;C Service Region" 
Close geographic proJdInity to La Grande, Oregon, 
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland), 
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Wash:ington 
liillanette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington "corridor," 
:including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Washington 
Other Oregon: Other Oregon points not included in above categories 
Other States: Other points not included in al:xJve categories 
S.E. Washington 
n = 36 
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10 County 
n = 30 
27% 
32% 
\ 
\ 
\ 
Willamette Valley 
n = 29 
26% 
Other Oregon 
n = 13 
12% 
/ 
/ 
/ 
/ 
I 
\ 
i 
I 
I 
i , 
I 
/ 
/ Other 
States 
n=4 
3% 
Figure 6. Geographic Distribution of 112 Responding Leavers 
Definition of categories 
10 County: 
S .E. Washington: 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, including Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
Legislature as II:Ea:iC Service Regionll 
Close geographic prcDdmity to La Grande, Oregon, 
including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland), 
Prosser and Walla-Walla, Washington 
Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Washington llcorridor, 11 
including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Washington 
other Oregon: 
other States: 
other Oregon points not included in above categories 
Other points not included in above categories 
10 County 
n = 44 
21% 
S.E. Washington 
n = 42 
21% \ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
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Willamette Valley 
n = 69 Other Oregon 
n = 25 
12% 
, 
I 
/ 34% 
Other 
States 
n = 24 
12% 
/ 
I 
Figure 7. Geographic Distribution of 204 Respond:ing F:inishers 
Def:inition of categories 
10 County: 
S.E. Wash:ington: 
Eastern 40% of Oregon, :including Baker, Gilliam, 
Grant, HaDley, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, 
Wallowa, and Wheeler counties. Designated by Oregon 
Legislature as "EX)SC Service Region" 
Close geographic proxllnity to La Grande, Oregon, 
:including Tri-Cities area (Kennewick/Pasco/Richland), 
Prosser and Walla..:walla, Wash:ington 
Willamette Valley: Western Oregon/Southwestern Wash:ington "corridor," 
:including area bordered on south by Eugene, Oregon, 
and on north by Vancouver, Waslllngton 
other Oregon: 
other States: 
other Oregon po:ints not included :in above categories 
other pojnts not :included :in above categories 
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Instrument 
The survey instrument used in this study to differen-
tiate finishers from leavers was adapted from (1) the 
Student Entry-Level Questionnaire (SEL-Q), copyright 1983 by 
John P. Bean; (2) and the Student Attitude Questionnaire 
(SAQ), copyright 1983 by John P. Bean. Permission was 
granted in the Fall of 1988 from Dr. Bean to use his instru-
ments. (See Appendix A for the two questionnaires and 
permission from Dr. Bean to use/adapt them as necessary). 
The survey contained information regarding background, 
defining, academic, and environmental variables, psycho-
logical .and academic outcomes, and intent-to-Ieave 
questions. Changes in wording were primarily done to match 
the specific institutional setting of the Eastern Oregon 
State College External Degree Program. 
STATISTICAL METHODS USED FOR ANALYSIS 
Statistical analysis of the research questions was 
generated using the computer packages, StatPac, copyright 
1984 by David Walonick, and MINITAB, copyright 1987 by T.W. 
Anderson and B.P. Eynon. 
Because most of the survey responses were in the form 
of nominal data (Yes/No; attitudes/perceptions on Likert 
scales; or best statement descriptions), chi-square analyses 
were most frequently used to compare leavers with finishers, 
rurals with urbans, and non-respondents with respondents. 
The level of significance was set at p<.05. 
With two variables, age and GPA, the data were para-
metric and t-tests and one-way ANOVA calculations were 
conducted. 
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Following an analysis of all chi-square and t-tests, 
stepwise mUltiple regression was used to statistically exa-
mine the amount of difference in leave/finish behavior that 
could be explained by responses to certain survey questions. 
All survey questions could have been regressed and a com-
plete correlation matrix reviewed. However, for this study, 
only those questions which met two criteria were selected 
for the regression procedure. First, the question had to 
have produced significantly different responses between 
1eavers and finishers at p(.OS. Second, the question had to 
be one which asked about characteristics/opinions the 
respondents had either at the time of Program admission or 
shortly thereafter, rather than traits and/or opinions which 
would have been more affected by the length of time the 
respondent spent in the Program. For example, though 
1eavers responded significantly different than did finishers 
to questions regarding the Program's impact on knowing them-
s.lves, using interpersonal skills, and seeing alternative 
pOints of view (questions 78-80), responses to these ques-
tions were expected to have been affected by the amount of 
time the respondents had spent in the Program. On the other 
hand, a question which asked about the need to have a degree 
to pursue one's career was seen as more descriptive of the 
respondent's entry-level status. After screening each 
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survey question on the two criteria cited above, the follow-
ing items were selected for regression: 
Survey 
Number Content of Question 
19 Awareness of Other External Degrees 
27 Career/Degree Bond 
36 Grade Level at Admission to Program 
37 Highest Degree Aspirations 
50 Time Needed Weekly for Program 
NULL HYPOTHESES 
Variable or 
Outcome Category 
Environmental 
Psychological 
Defining 
Background 
Psychological 
The literature review, a theoretical base in Bean and 
Metzner's (1985) model of non-traditional student attrition, 
and the author's practical experience within the External 
Degree Program led to the formulation of the following null 
hypotheses which were tested in this study: 
Null Hypothesis 1 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program on defining variables of age, 
enrollment status, or residency. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
There will be no signficant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program on background variables of educa-
tional goals, high school performance, ethnicity, family 
educational levels, or gender. 
Null Hypothesis 3 
There will be no signficant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program on academic variables of the 
student's perception of their study habits, academic 
advising, course availability, major focus within the 
degree, or program involvement. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program on environmental variables of 
finances, hours of outside employment, outside encourage-
ment, family responsibilities, or perception of 
opportunities to transfer. 
Null Hypothesis 5 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program in psychological outcomes as 
measured by the student's sense of utility of the degree, 
satisfaction with themselves and the program, goal commit-
ment (as measured by the linkage between career and degree 
completion), and perceptions of stress. 
Null Hypothesis 6 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
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External Degree Program in academic outcomes as measured by 
their college GPAs. 
Null Hypothesis 7 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program regarding their intent to leave, as 
measured by their having discussed with non-college 
personnel their plans to withdraw. 
Null Hypothesis 8 
There will be no significant differences between 
finishers and leavers i~ the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program in their perceptions about the 
quality of education they received through Eastern and of 
Eastern's reputation itself. 
SUPPLEMENTAL: RURAL VS. URBAN 
In addition to analyses between leavers and finishers, 
respondents were compared along a rural/urban dimension 
regarding their perception of barriers. Another hypothesis 
related to these comparisons was: 
Null Hypothesis 9 
There will be no significant difference between rural 
and urban respondents in the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree Program in their perception of barriers, 
including financial and academic expectations, thoroughness 
and clarity of advising, and adherence to Program 
rules/procedures. 
SUPPLEMENTAL: MARITAL STATUS/FAMILY RESPONSIBILITIES 
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The effect of family responsibilities on differences 
in the leave/finish behavior of male and female External 
Degree respondents prompted the following supplemental hypo-
theses: 
Null Hypothesis 10 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of marital 
status. 
Null Hypothesis 11 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of marital 
status. 
Null Hypothesis 12 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of having 
children or not having children in the home while partici-
pating in the Program. 
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Null Hypothesis 13 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of having 
children or not having children in the home while partici-
pating in the Program. 
Null Hypothesis 14 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of females in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of having 0-1 
child as opposed to having 2 or more children in the home 
while participating in the Prog~am. 
Null Hypothesis 15 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior of males in the Eastern Oregon State 
College External Degree Program as a result of having 0-1 
child as opposed to having 2 or more children in the home 
while participating in the Program. 
Null Hypothesis 16 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of 
marital status. 
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Null Hypothesis 17 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of 
having children or not having children in the home while 
participating in the Program. 
Null Hypothesis 18 
There will be no significant difference in the leaving/ 
finishing behavior between females and males in the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree Program as a result of 
having 0-1 child as opposed to having 2 or more children in 
the home while participating in the Program. 
CHAPTER IV 
STUDY FINDINGS 
REPRESENTATIVENESS OF RESPONDENTS 
Representativeness of the respondent population was 
determined by comparing non-respondents with respondents on 
four known variables: (1) gender, (2) ethnicity, (3) age, 
and (4) college GPA. 
Gender 
Three comparisons by gender were conducted: (1) all 
respondents to all non-respondents, (2) responding leavers 
to non-responding leavers, and (3) responding finishers to 
non-responding finishers. No significant differences were 
observed in any of the three comparisons. Overall, a higher 
percentage of females responded and/or finished than did 
males j but, the differences were not significant at p<.05. 
Ethnic! ty 
The three comparisons done regarding gender were also 
conducted for ethnicity. No significant differences were 
observed. The majority of all subjects, respondents or 
non-respondents, leavers or finishers, were white, non-
Hispanic. Slight group variations were not significant at 
p <.05. 
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No significant differences between respondents and 
non-respondents, leavers or finishers, were observed when 
age was the variable compared. The mean age of respondents 
was slightly more, 45.45 years, than that of non-
respondents, 45.01 years. Responding leavers were older 
than non-responding leavers, 46.39 years to 44.96 years; 
responding finishers were younger than non-responding 
finishers, 44.94 to 45.15 years, but these differences were 
not significant at p('05. 
College GPA 
GPA information was available for 38 non-respondents 
and 207 respondents. The mean GPA for respondents was 3.25; 
for non-respondents, 3.07. This difference was significant 
on a one-tailed t-test, (p =.049), but not on a two-tailed 
t-test, (p =.098). When the population was distributed 
into leavers and finishers, the mean GPAs of 57 responding 
and 23 non-responding leavers (2.91 and 3.01 respectively) 
were not significantly different. Likewise, the mean GPAs 
of the 150 responding and 15 non-responding finishers (3.38 
and 3.16 respectively), were not significant at p(.05. 
Summary 
Because no significant differences between respondents 
and non-respondents were observed on the four variables for 
which data were available, the 316 respondents are 
considered representative, at least in terms of age, sex, 
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ethnicity, and academic outcome, of the total population of 
the study. 
COMPARISON OF LEAVERS WITH FINISHERS 
A summary of the results of comparisons between 
leavers and finishers on the four major variable categories 
(defining, background, academic integration, and environ-
mental) is provided below and on the following page. 
Following this summary is a narrative description, category 
by category, of the responses to each of the 80 questions 
asked on the survey and of the four questions (age, 
ethnicity, sex, and GPA) determined from the student data 
base. 
TABLE III 
Results of Survey Using Bean/Metzner Variables 
DEFINING VAR.IABLES (10 questions; 9 provided opportunity 
for comparing leavers/finishers; 1 or 11% was significantly 
different at p<.05.) 
A. 0 of 2 Age Questions 
**B. 1 of 2 Enrollment Status Questions 
C. 0 of 6 Residency Questions 
BACKGR.OUND VAR.IABLES (8 questions; 1 or 12.5% was signifi-
cantly different at p<.05.) 
**A. 1 of 1 Educational Goals Question 
B. 0 of 2 High School Performance Questions 
C. 0 of 1 Ethnicity Question 
D. 0 of 3 Family Educational Level Questions 
E. 0 of 1 Gender Question 
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ACADEMIC VARIABLES (31 questions; 20 or 64.5% were signifi-
cantly different at p<.05.) 
**A. 8 of 9 Study Skills/Habits Questions 
**B. 4 of 4 Academic Advising Questions 
**c. 1 of 1 Major Certainty Question 
**D. 2 of 2 Course Availability Questions 
**E. 5 of 15 Program Involvement Questions 
EHVIROHHEHTAL VARIABLES (13 questions; 8 or 61.5% were 
significantly different at p<.05.) 
A. 0 of 2 Finance Questions 
**B. 1 of 1 Hrs. Employed Question 
**C. 5 of 6 Outside Encouragement Questions 
D. 0 of 2 Marital/Family Questions 
**E. 2 of 2 Opportunity to Transfer Questions 
**indicate issues within each category which resulted in 
significantly different responses at p<.05 between leavers 
and finishers. 
Defining Variables 
The category labeled Defining Variables consisted of 
three areas: (1) age, (2) enrollment status, and (3) resi-
dency. 
Age. Responses to two age-related questions regarding 
the study groups revealed no significant difference between 
the ages of leavers and the ages of finishers. The largest 
percentage of leavers (33.6%) and of finishers (47.5%) was 
in the 36-44 year-old age range. The average age of leavers 
was 46.39 years and of finishers, 44.94 years. 
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Enrollment Status. Two questions on the survey 
related to the enrollment status of the study participants. 
The first (No •. 36), regarding the grade level at which the 
subjects entered the External Degree Program, did result in 
a difference between the two groups of students that was 
significant at p<.05. Specifically, as the following table 
shows, a higher percentage of the finishers (75%) entered 
the program at a more advanced level (either juniors or 
seniors) than did leavers (61%). For both groups, however, 
the largest percentage of entrants was juniors; 20% of the 
finishers began as seniors, whereas only 9% of leavers 
entered as seniors. 
TABLE IV 
GRADE LEVEL UPON ADMISSION TO THE EXTERNAL DEGREE 
Frosh. Soph. Junior Senior Row Total 
0-44 cr. 45-89 cr. 90-134 cr. 135+ cr. Column % 
LVRS 23 20 56 10 109 
(21.1%) (18.3%) (51.4%) ( 9.2%) (34.8%) 
FNSHR 22 29 113 40 204 
(10.8%) (14.2%) (55.4%) (19.6%) (65.2%) 
(X2 - 11.08; df - 3; p - 0.011; response rate 99.1%) 
The second question (No. 42) regarding enrollment 
status was worded differently for the two groups of stu-
dents. Leavers were asked to select the best statement from 
five choices that described their progress in the External 
Degree Program up until the time they stopped progressing 
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toward graduation. Finishers were asked to select the best 
statement from four choices that described their level of 
progress in the External Degree until they graduated. A 
frequency distribution of the leavers' responses indicated 
that the majority (52%) felt they "never really got started 
in the program" before deciding to cease participating. On 
the other hand, 53.8% of the finishers indicated that, 
including portfolio-awarded credit recommendations, they 
averaged at least 12 credits per quarter as they progressed 
toward graduation. 
Residency. Six questions were asked related to 
residency status of the subjects. None produced significant 
differences between the leavers and the finishers. 
While in the program, a majority from both groups of 
students: (1) were Oregon residents all/most of the time 
(leavers, 55.6%; finishers, 55.9%); (2) lived in communities 
with populations le~s than 50,000 (leavers, 69.3%; finish-
ers, 67.2%); and (3) lived 0-59 miles from a post-secondary 
school Cleavers, 82.0%; finishers, 87.2%). 
On a fourth question (No. 54), the largest percentage 
of respondents in both the leaver group (28.3%) and in the 
finisher group (29.9%) lived 250-499 miles from the La 
Grande campus. Low percentages from both groups, 14.1% of 
leavers and 11.2% of finishers, reported living within 59 
miles of La Grande. In addition, the two groups were nearly 
equally split on Question No. 2 in their responses to 
whether or not any regional outreach center was within 10 
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miles of their home. The leavers were exactly 50/50 on this 
question; 54.2% of finishers said yes, 45.8% no. The sixth 
residency-related question (No. 55) asked subjects to 
identify the most difficult barrier they faced to participa-
ting in the External Degree. For both groups of subjects, 
not enough time was cited most frequently. Though not 
significantly different, thirty-four of the finishers (17%) 
cited no barriers, whereas only 10 of the leavers (9%) did 
not. 
TABLE V 
BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATING IN THE EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAM 
Response 
Frequency Leavers 
III 
#2 
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#4 
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#6 
Lack of Time 
(36 responses) 
(37.9%) 
Other, with (22.1%) 
program-related 
disappointments 
and/or criticism 
most frequently 
cited (18 out of 
21 times). 
Unexpected crises (17.9%) 
(17 responses) 
Distance from La (11.6%) 
Grande Campus 
(11 responses) 
Finances ( 6.3%) 
(6 responses) 
No Encouragement (4.2%) 
(4 responses) 
Finishers 
Lack of Time 
(64 responses) 
(37.6%) 
Other, with (21.2%) 
personal disci-
pline cited most 
often (16 of 36 
times) and program-
related complaints 
second (11 of 36). 
Distance from La (18.2%) 
Grande Campus 
(31 responses) 
Unexpected crises ( 8.8%) 
(15 responses) 
Finances ( 7.6%) 
(13 responses) 
No Encouragement (6.5%) 
(11 responses) 
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In summary, therefore, regarding the ability of 
defining variables to discriminate between leavers and 
finishers in this study, it was found that only one of the 
nine questions which could be compared from this category 
produced a significantly different result. The more 
advanced entry-level status of finishers than of leavers was 
significantly different at p<.05. All other defining-
variable questions resulted in no significant differences 
between leavers and finishers. 
Background Variables 
The category labeled Background Variables consisted of 
five areas: (1) educational goals, (2) high school 
performance, (3) race, (4) family educational levels, and 
(5) gender. 
Educational Goals. Of the eight questions asked in 
the category of Background Variables, only the one from 
educational goals resulted in a significant difference in 
responses from the two groups of subjects. The question 
(No. 37), asked subjects what degree expectations they had 
upon admission to the External Degree Program. As the table 
below shows, a majority in both groups reported the BS/BA as 
the degree expected, but the difference in response patterns 
was significant at p<.05. Significantly more leavers than 
finishers indicated they either aspired to no degree or to 
the associate only. 
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TABLE VI 
HIGHEST DEGREE EXPECTED TO OBTAIN 
No Degree Associate BS/BA Graduate Row Total 
LVRS 4 
(3.6%) 
FNSHR 1 
(0.5%) 
6 
(5.4%) 
o 
(0.0%) 
93 
(83.8%) 
183 
(89.7%) 
8 
(7.2%) 
20 
(9.8%) 
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(X2 = 16.24; df = 3; p = 0.001; response rate 99.7%) 
High School Performance. Two questions asked for high 
school performance data and neither resulted in significant 
differences between the two subject groups. With regard to 
high school GPA (No. 39), the most frequent response from 
both groups was in the 3.00-3.49 range, 34% for finishers 
and 31.5% for leavers. A higher percentage of the leavers 
(19.8%) than of the finishers (13.3%) reported a high school 
GPA of 3.76 or higher. The second performance question (No. 
41) asked the subjects to select the rank (upper 20%, middle 
60%, lower 20%, GED) that described their high school back-
ground. The response trend was identical for both subject 
groups with a majority in both reporting their high school 
rank in the upper 20%--52.3% for leavers and 55.2% for 
finishers. 
Ethnicity. Ethnic differences were also not signifi-
cantly different between the two subject groups. The 
majority of subjects were white, non-Hispanic--88.4% for 
leavers, 86.6% for finishers. 
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Family Educational Levels. Family educational levels 
were also not significantly different between the two sub-
ject groups. The largest percentage of both the leavers' 
and finishers' mothers had obtained a high school diploma or 
GED; 37.6% leavers and 42.2% finishers. The second most 
frequent response for both subject groups' mothers was less 
than a high school diploma; 26.6% leavers and 24.5% 
finishers. A higher percentage of the leavers' mothers 
(26.6%) than of the finishers' mothers (21.6%) had attended 
and/or graduated from college. In contrast, however, to the 
higher educational level obtained by more leaver/finisher 
mothers, the most frequent response for fathers was less 
than a high school diploma. Almost 41% of the leavers' and 
37% of the finishers' fathers had not graduated from high 
school. The second most frequent response for both groups 
was high school diploma/GED with 28.8% of leavers' fathers 
and 32.0% of finishers' fathers graduating from high school 
or obtaining the GED. Though not significantly different, a 
higher percentage of the finishers' spouses (43.1%) had 
completed a college degree than of the leavers' spouses 
(32.6%). For both groups, the majority of spouses had 
attended and/or graduated from college--66.3% of the 
leavers' spouses and 75.5% of the finishers'. 
Gender. Gender did not account for statistically 
significant differences in leaving/finishing the program. 
However, for this study group, more of the finishers were 
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women than men C 109 vs.95) and more of the leavers were men 
than women (57 vs .. 55). 
Overall, therefore, background variables provided 
little differentiation between leavers and finishers except 
where a degree-aspiration question was asked. Finishers had 
a higher percentage aspiring to the BS/BA or beyond than did 
leavers, and the difference was significant at p(.05. 
Academic Variables 
Five areas constituted the category called academic 
variables: (1) study habits and skills, (2) advising, 
(3) course availability, (4) major certainty, and 
(5) program involvement. Numerous cases of significant 
differences between the two subject groups were reported 
from the 31 questions comprising this variable. Responses 
involving eight of the nine study skill questions, five of 
the fifteen program i'nteraction questions, all four advising 
questions, both course availability questions, and the one 
major certainty question, resulted in significant 
differences at p(.OS. 
Study Habits and Skills. The only question which did 
not produce a significant difference was one (No. 62) asking 
students to identify to what extent they were confident with 
their writing ability upon admission to the program. The 
majority of subjects in both groups Cleavers 69.7% and 
finishers 74.0%) felt either great or very great confidence 
with this skill. 
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Though significantly different in overall numbers, the 
majority of responses from both subject groups were in the 
same direction on five other study habits/skills questions. 
For example, in both groups of subjects, a majority indi-
cated that they did complete assignments on time (No. 20). 
However, more finishers (97.1%) than leavers (63.7%) 
affirmed their timeliness and the difference was 
significant. 
TABLE VII 
DO YOU GENERALLY COMPLETE ASSIGNMENTS ON TIME? 
YES NO ROW TOTAL 
LEAVERS 65 37 102 
(63.7%) (36.3%) 
FINISHERS 198 6 204 
(97.1%) ( 2.9%) 
(X2 = 59.82; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 96.8%) 
Likewise, a higher percentage of leavers (21.4%) than 
of finishers (6.9%) reported procrastinating to a great or 
very great extent when doing their work and this difference, 
too, was significant (No. 58). 
TABLE VIII 
DO YOU PROCRASTINATE WITH DOING YOUR WORK? 
Not at Small/ Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 26 55 22 103 
(25.2%) (53.4%) (21.4%) (33.7%) 
FINISHERS 76 113 14 203 
(37.4%) (55.7%) ( 6.9%) (66.3%) 
(X2 = 15.26; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 96.8%) 
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The two groups' responses to three perception-of-
confidence questions also produced significant differences--
again, though, with response trends in the same direction. 
For example, as the next table shows, more 1eavers (7.3%) 
than finishers (.5%) reported they were not at all confident 
with their study skills (No. 60) even though a majority in 
both groups (54.1% of 1eavers and 71.6% of finishers) were 
confident to a great or very great extent. 
TABLE IX 
DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH STUDY SKILLS 
Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 8 42 59 109 
(7.3% ) (38.5%) (54.1%) (34.8%) 
I 
I 
I 
FINISHERS 1 57 146 204 
(0.5%) (27.9%) (71.6%) (65.2%) 
(X 2 = 17.4; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%) 
Also, both groups reported a majority of subjects 
confident to a great/very great extent with their ability to 
cope with stress (No. 64). However, the finishers reported 
a higher percentage (76.4%) than 1eavers (61.1%), and the 
difference was significant. 
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TABLE X 
DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH ABILITY TO COPE WITH STRESS 
Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 3 39 66 108 
(2.8%) (36.1%) (61.1%) (34.7%) 
FINISHERS 1 47 155 203 
(0.5%) (23.2%) (76.4%) (65.3%) 
(X2 = 9.44; df = 2; P = 0.009; response rate 98.4%) 
A fifth study habits/skills question yielded results 
in the same direction though with numbers that were 
significantly different. This question referred to the 
subjects' perception of their ability to cope with academic 
challenges. Although a majority of respondents in both 
groups reported great/very great confidence, the higher 
percentage of finishers with this response (82.3%) than 
leavers (52.8%) was significant. 
TABLE XI 
DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH COPING WITH ACADEMICS 
LEAVERS 
FINISHERS 
Not at 
All 
3 
(2.8%) 
o 
(0.0%) 
Small/Some 
Extent 
48 
(44.4%) 
36 
(17.7%) 
Great/Very 
Great Extent 
57 
(52.8%) 
167 
(82.3%) 
Row Totals 
Column % 
108 
(34.7%) 
203 
(65.3%) 
(X2 = 32.77; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 98.4%) 
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Three study habits/skills questions resulted in 
differences that were both significant and in different 
directions for the two subject groups. As the next table 
shows, a majority of finishers (74.8%) reported they ~ 
able to find the time to do their assignments, whereas only 
26.2% of the leavers were. The maj ori ty of leavers (53.3%) 
reported they were rarely able or only to a limited extent 
able to find the necessary time, and 20.6% of the leavers 
(compared to 0.5% of finishers) said they were not at all 
able to find the time. 
TABLE XII 
ABLE TO FIND TIME TO DO ASSIGNMENTS? 
Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 22 57 28 107 
(20.6%) (53.3%) (26.2%) (34.6%) 
FINISHERS 1 50 151 202 
(0.5%) (24.8%) (74.8%) (65.4%) 
(X2 = 82.76; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 97.8%) 
More finishers (85.3%) than leavers (78%) reported 
they were confident to a great/very great extent with their 
reading ability; this difference was significant. Finishers 
also exhibited more qualitative confidence levels than did 
leavers. As the following table shows, nearly half (48.5%) 
of finishers (compared to just 29.4% of the finishers) 
reported a very great extent of "reading confidence. 
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TABLE XIII 
DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH READING ABILITY 
Small/ Great Very Row Total 
Some Extent Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 24 53 32 109 
(22.0%) (48.6%) (29.4%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 30 75 99 204 
(14.7%) (36.8%) (48.5%) (65.2%) 
(X2 = 10.88; df = 2; P = 0.004; response rate 99.1%) 
In the area of confidence with verbal expression, a 
significant difference in overall responses was found, as 
was a trend difference. Though both groups reported a 
majority of subjects claiming great or very great confidence 
with their verbal expression ability (75.2% of leavers and 
82.3% of finishers), a higher percentage of leavers (24.8%) 
than finishers (17.6%) said they were confident to only a 
small or limited extent. 
TABLE XIV 
DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE WITH VERBAL EXPRESSION 
Small Great Very Row Total 
Some Extent Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 27 57 25 109 
(24.8%) (52.3%) (22.9%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 36 87 81 204 
(17.6%) (42.6%) (39.7%) (65.2%) 
(X2 = 9.12; df = 2; p = 0.010; response rate 99.1%) 
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In summary, therefore, regarding the ability of study 
habits/skills to discriminate between leavers and finishers, 
it was found that all areas, except self-perception of 
writing ability, did contribute to differences. 
Advising. Four advising questions were asked of the 
subjects and all produced significant differences. For 
three questions, the response trends for the two groups were 
in the same direction. For example, though the majority of 
subjects in both groups (75.7% of 1eavers and 94.1% of 
finishers) agreed that degree requirements ~ made clear 
to them by their advisors, the higher percentage of 
finishers was significant. 
TABLE XV 
DEGREE REQUIREMENTS MADE CLEAR TO YOU BY YOUR ADVISOR? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 84 27 III 
75.7%) (24.3%) (35.4%) 
FINISHERS 191 12 203 
(94.1%) ( 5.9%) (64.6%) 
(X2 = 20.7; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.4%) 
Likewise, though the majority of subjects in both 
groups (74.5% of 1eavers and 62.6% of finishers) did not 
feel La Grande campus meetings between Program' Staff and 
students should be required, the smaller percentage of 
finishers feeling that way was significant. 
\, 
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TABLE XVI 
SHOULD LA GRANDE CAMPUS MEETINGS W/YOUR ADVISOR BE REQUIRED? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 28 82 110 
(25.5%) (74.5%) (35.1%) 
FINISHERS 76 127 203 
(37.4%) (62.6%) (64.9%) 
(X2 = 4.09; df = 1 ; p = 0.043; response rate 99.1%) 
Also, though the pattern of responses from subjects in 
both groups was identical to a question regarding their 
satisfaction with the quality of academic advising they 
received (No. 59), the larger percentage of finishers 
expressing satisfaction (77.8%) than of leavers (49.1%) was 
significant. 
TABLE XVII 
SATISFACTION' WITH QUALITY OF ACADEMIC ADVISING RECEIVED 
Not at 
All 
LEAVERS 13 
(12.3%) 
FINISHERS 4 
( 2.0%) 
Small/Some 
Extent 
41 
(38.7%) 
41 
(20.2%) 
Great/Very 
Great Extent 
S2 
(49.1%) 
158 
(77.8%) 
Row Total 
Column % 
106 
(34.3%) 
203 
(65.7%) 
(X2 = 30.86; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 97.8%) 
And, as the following table shows, a difference in 
response numbers and in response trend was reported by 
finishers and leavers on the question (No. 56) regarding 
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their satisfaction with the amount of academic advice they 
recei ved. Whereas the maj ori ty of finishers (76.4%) were 
satisfied to a great/very great extent, only 37.6% of the 
leavers were. 
TABLE XVIII 
SATISFACTION WITH QUANTITY OF ACADEMIC ADVISING RECEIVED 
Not at 
All 
LEAVERS 14 
(12.8%) 
FINISHERS 4 
( 2.0%) 
Small/Some 
Extent 
54 
(49.5%) 
44 
(21.7%) 
Great/Very 
Great Extent 
41 
(37.6%) 
155 
(76.4%) 
Row Total 
Column % 
109 
(34.9%) 
203 
(65.1%) 
(X2 = 49.01; df = 2; P = 0.000; response rate 98.7%) 
In summarizing the ability of responses to advising 
questions to discriminate between leavers and finishers, 
this study showed that even though majorities in both groups 
of subjects were satisfied with the no-La Grande campus 
meeting requirement and with the clarity and quality of 
academic advising, they differed significantly in numbers on 
these questions and, more noticeably, in the quantity of 
advising they sought. 
Course Availability. Two questions in the category of 
Academic Variables referred to the students' perceptions of 
r.ourse access for degree completion. Both resulted in 
significa~t diff~rences in responses from the two groups. 
When asked about how frequently desired courses were offered 
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and whether/not they were at convenient times, the largest 
response from leavers to both questions was not applicable 
(36%). On the other hand, the largest response from 
finishers to the same questions was most of the time, 
45-47%). It would appear that the leavers had withdrawn 
from the program prior to seeking additional coursework to 
complete their degree. However, for those who did seek 
courses, a larger percentage of leavers (11.9%) than of 
finishers (.5%) said that classes were not at all offered 
for them. The following two tables reflect the differences 
in responses from the study groups to these two questions 
(No. 76 and 77). 
TABLE XIX 
FREQUENCY OF DESIRED COURSES BEING OFFERED 
Not at Some of Most of All of .Row Total 
N/A All Time Time Time Column % 
LVRS 40 13 39 16 1 109 
(36.7%) (11.9%) (35.8%) (14.7%) (0.9%) (34.8%) 
FNSHRS 40 1 51 97 15 204 
(19.6%) ( 0.5%) (25.0%) (47.5%) (7.4%) (65.2%) 
(X2 = 58.77; df = 4; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%) 
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TABLE XX 
CONVENIENCE OF TIME WHEN COURSES WERE OFFERED FOR YOU 
N/A 
Not at 
All 
LVRS 39 22 
(36.1%) (20.4%) 
Some of 
Time 
36 
(33.3%) 
Most of All of Row Total 
Time Time Column % 
10 
( 9.3%) 
1 
(0.9%) 
108 
(34.6%) 
FNSHRS 40 3 
(19.6%) ( 1.5%) 
56 
(27.5%) 
93 
(45.6%) 
12 
(5.9% 
.204 
(65.4%) 
(X2 = 2.29; df = 4; p = 0.000; response rate 98.7%) 
Major Certainty. Though the External Degree provides 
for a generalized degree, opportunities within the degree 
structure do allow for an academic focus of approximately 
50% of the total credits needed for graduation. When asked 
(No. 18) if they focused on a specific area while partici-
pating in the program, a higher percentage of finishers 
(69.1%) than of l~avers (51.4%) indicated that they had and 
this difference was significant. 
TABLE XXI 
DID YOU FOCUS IN A SUBJECT AREA WHILE PURSUING DEGREE? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 57 54 111 
(Sl.t~%) (48.6%) (35.2%) 
FINISHERS 141 63 204 
(69.1%) (30.9%) (64.8%) 
(X2 = 8.97; df = 1 ; p = 0.003; response rate 99.7%) 
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Program Involvement. Fifteen questions regarding the 
subjects' interaction with program options were asked. Five 
produced significant differences, and two of these five 
showed differences not only in number but in direction. 
The ten program interaction questions which did ~ produce 
significant differences were:. 
1. Did you participate in outreach center classes? 
(82.6% of Ie avers and 73.9% of finishers did not) 
2. Did you take the portfolio workshop in La Grande? 
(81.1% of leavers and 74.9% of finishers did not) 
3. Did you take the portfolio workshop in a non-La Grande 
location? 
(60.4% of leavers and 65.2% of finishers did) 
4. Did you take the portfolio class by correspondence? 
(87.5% of leavers and 79.7% of finishers did not) 
5. Did you receive credit for cooperative education? 
(91.0% of leavers and 86.3% of finishers did not) 
6. Did you receive credit through CLEP? 
(93.8% of leavers and 87.3% of finishers did not) 
7. Did you receive credit through challenging courses? 
(97.3% of leavers and 97.0% of finishers did not) 
8. Did you receive credit through military evaluation? 
(88.3% of leavers and 81.3% of finishers did not) 
9. Did you take evening/daytime classes at Eastern? 
(95.5% of leavers and 88.2% of finishers did not) 
10. Did you receive credit for any agency-sponsored training 
not otherwise included in a portfolio of prior learning? 
(90.6% of leavers and 85.6% of finishers did not) 
As this list shows, no significant difference resulted 
from asking students if they had participated in an Assess-
ment of Prior Learning Portfolio Workshop (the majority of 
leavers and finishers had not taken the workshop in La 
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Grande or by correspondence but had taken it in non-La 
Grande locations). However, when asked if they received 
credit for essays submitted through the portfolio process, 
88.7% of the finishers compared to only 43.8% of the leavers 
had. In other words, the majority of leavers either did not 
complete a portfolio or at least did not receive credit for 
any portfolio essays they did complete. 
TABLE XXII 
DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT THROUGH PORTFOLIO ESSAYS? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 49 63 112 
(43.8%) (56.3%) (35.6%) 
FINISHERS 180 23 203 
(88.7%) (11.3%) (64.4%) 
(X2 = 71.13; df = 1 ; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%) 
Another area of program interaction in which "leavers 
and finishers differed significantly was in their use of 
correspondence studies to meet degree requirements (No.8). 
The majority (57.4%) of finishers did participate in 
correspondence, whereas only 22.5% of the leavers did. 
TABLE XXIII 
DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT BY CORRESPONDENCE COURSES? 
I 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
I 
LEAVERS 25 86 III 
(22.5%) (77.5%) (35.2%) 
I FINISHERS 117 87 204 (57.4%) (42.6%) (64.8%) 
·z . 
-
. 
-
. (X = 33.83, df 1, p 0.000, response rate 99.7%) 
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Significant differences were found in the responses to 
three other program interaction questions. Though the 
majority in both study groups had not participated in 
Eastern's Weekend College Program (either in La Grande or in 
other locations, No. 13 and 14), the differences in the 
number responding either yes or no from the two groups was 
significant. 
TABLE XXIV 
DID YOU TAKE WEEKEND COLLEGE IN NON-LA GRANDE SITES? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 21 91 112 
(18.8%) (81.3%) (35.4%) 
FINISHERS 92 112 204 
(45.1%) (54.9%) (64.6% 
(X2 = 20.71; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 100%) 
TABLE XXV 
DID YOU TAKE WEEKEND COLLEGE CLASSES IN LA GRANDE? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 24 88 112 
(21.4%) (78.6%) (35.6%) 
! FINISHERS 95 108 203 
I (46.8%) (53.2%) (64.4%) 
(X2 = 18.69; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%) 
J 
The final program interaction question on which 
leavers and finishers significantly differed was No. 15, 
"Did you receive credit through transfer from other 
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institutions?" Even though the majority of subjects in both 
study groups did, the larger percentage of finishers 
receiving credit through transfer was significant. 
TABLE XXVI 
DID YOU RECEIVE CREDIT THROUGH TRANSFER 
COURSES AT OTHER INSTITUTIONS? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 80 31 111 
(72.1%) (27.9%) (35.2% 
FINISHERS 198 6 204 
(97.1%) ( 2.9%) (64.8% 
(X2 = 40.91; df = 1; P = 0.000; response rate 99.7%) 
A summary of the findings from this study related to 
the discriminating ability of program interaction questions 
regarding leavers and finishers indicates three things: 
1. Leavers and finishers were significantly 
different in what participation in the 
portfolio development process produced. 
For example, the finishers received 
credit for portfolio essays more often 
than did the leavers. 
2. Leavers and finishers were also signifi-
cantly different in their use of 
correspondence studies to meet degree 
requirements; i.e., finishers accessed this 
option more frequently than did leavers. 
3. Though majorities in both subject groups 
responded the same, significantly more 
finishers than leavers used EOSC Weekend 
College courses and transfer credits from 
other institutions to progess toward degree 
completion. 
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Environmental Variables 
The category labeled Environmental Variables consisted 
of 5 areas: (1) finances, (2) outside employment, 
(3) outside encouragement, (4) family responsibilities, and 
(5) perception of one's ability to transfer. 
Finances. Responses to two directly related finance 
questions (No. 52 and 66) plus one indirectly related 
question (No. 55) resulted in no significant differences 
between the leavers and finishers in the (1) manner in which 
educational expenses were funded; (2) extent of problem with 
financing education; or (3) placement of finances in a 
hierarchy of barriers regarding pursuing one's education. 
Specifically, the #1 and #2 responses received from both 
leavers and finishers when asked how their educational 
expenses were funded were self/spouse job-related income 
(73.2% leavers; 70.7% finishers) and employer reimburse.ment 
(16.5% leavers; 19.6% finishers). When asked to what extent 
they had financial problems while participating in the 
program, the largest percentage of subjects in both study 
groups (34.5% leavers; 40.4% finishers) said "not at all." 
Though not statistically significant, 19.1% of the leavers 
responded that finances posed a great or very great problem, 
whereas only 11.3% of the finishers did. As shown on page 
121 in this chapter, finances ranked fifth out of six 
categories the study groups indicated posed the greatest 
barrier to their participation in the External Degree 
Program. 
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Outside Employment. The effect of outside employment 
on leaving/finishing decisions of External Degree students 
was assessed in survey question number 47. As the following 
table shows, both study groups reported sizable numbers 
working over a 40-hour week, but 1eavers reported a larger 
percentage (68.5%) than did finishers (45.6%), and the 
difference was significant at p<.05. 
TABLE XXVII 
HOURS PER WEEK EMPLOYED OUTSIDE THE HOME 
Row Total 
0 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 40+ Column % 
LVRS 3 2 3 2 25 76 III 
(2.7 %) (1.8%) (2.7%) (1.8%) (22.5%) (68.5%) (35.2%) 
FNSHRS 13 5 12 10 71 93 204 
(6.4%) (2.5%) (5.9%) (4.9%) (34.8%) (45.6%) (64.8%) 
(X2 = 15.95; df = 5; p =0.007; response rate, 99.7%) 
Outside Encouragement. Six potential sources of 
outside encouragement for the subjects were assessed: 
(1) spouse/significant other, (2) parents, (3) siblings, 
(4) children, (5) friends, and (6) employer. In all areas 
except sibling support, 1eavers and finishers responded 
differently and the differences were significant. The 
largest percentage of responses for both groups regarding 
the extent of sibling support was "not applicable," 46.7% 
for leavers and 32.7% for finishers. Support from one's 
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spouse/significant other was stronger for finishers than for 
leavers as the following table shows. 
TABLE XXVIII 
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER 
Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total 
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column % 
LVRS 20 9 34 46 109 
(18.3%) (8.3%) (31.2%) (42.2%) (34.8%) 
FNSHRS 16 5 41 142 204 
( 7.8%) (2.5%) (20.1%) (69.6%) (65.2%) 
(X2 = 24.7; df = 3; p =0.000; response rate 99.1%) 
Likewise, support from parents was stronger for 
finishers than it was for leavers: 
TABLE XXIX 
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM PARENTS 
Not at Small/ Great/Very Row Total 
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column % 
LVRS 45 16 28 18 107 
(42.1%) (15.0%) (26.2%) (16.8%) (34.4%) 
FNSHRS 54 39 59 52 204 
(26.5%) (19.1%) (28.9%) (25.5%) (65.6%) 
(X2 = 8.57; df = 3; p =0.035; response rate 98.4%) 
So, too, was encouragement from one's children 
stronger for finishers than it was for leavers: 
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TABLE XXX 
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM CHILDREN 
Not at Sma11/ Great/Very Row Total 
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column % 
LVRS 32 21 35 22 110 
(29.1%) (19.1%) (31.8%) (20.0%) (35.1%) 
FNSHRS 50 21 69 63 203 
(24.6% (10.3%) (34.0%) (31.0%) (64.9%) 
(X2 = 7.9; df = 3; p =0.048; response rate 99.1%) 
Friends and employers were also identified by 
finishers as providing more support than they were by 
leavers as the following two tables show. 
TABLE XXXI 
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM FRIENDS 
Not at Sma1l/ Great/Very Row Total 
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column % 
LVRS 21 21 46 21 109 i (19.3%) (19.3%) (42.2%) (19.3%) (34.9%) 
FNSHRS 12 17 96 78 203 
( 5.9%) ( 8.4%) (47.3%) (38.4%) (65.1%) 
(X2 = 27.47; df = 3; p =0.000; response rate 98.7%) 
TABLE XXXII 
EXTENT OF ENCOURAGEMENT FROM EMPLOYER 
Not at Sma11/ Great/Very Row Total 
N/A All Some Extent Great Extent Column % 
LVRS 26 27 39 17 109 
(23.9%) (24.8%) (35.8%) (15.6%) (34.9%) 
FNSHRS 31 31 72 69 203 
(15.3%) (15.3%) (35.5%) (34.0%) (65.1%) 
(X2 - 15.00; df a 3; p =0.002; response rate 98.7%) 
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As shown in the preceding tables, with the exception 
of sibling support, finishers reported receiving 
significantly more encouragement than did leavers from 
people in their lives--spouses/significant others, parents, 
children, friends, and employers. Also, in every case, a 
higher percentage of leavers than of finishers responded 
"n/a" when asked about support from all sources: 
spouse/significant other, parents, siblings, children, 
friends, and employer. 
Family Responsibilities. These envir~nmental issues 
were assessed for the two study groups by survey questions 
no. 48 and 49. Specifically, there was no significant 
difference at p<.05 between the two groups on the number of 
children at home while in the program nor on the 
respondent's marital status. Even so, the highest 
percentage of leavers, 31.8%, reported having two children 
at home while in the program, whereas the highest percentage 
of finishers, 34.8%, reported that no children were at home 
while they were in the program. Though not statistically 
significant at p<.05, responses to this question showed 
movement toward significance as the following table 
indicates: 
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TABLE XXXIII 
NO. CHILDREN AT HOME WHILE IN EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAM 
none 1 2 3 4+ Row Total 
Column % 
LEAVERS 30 18 35 17 10 
(27.3%) (16.4%) (31.8%) (15.5%) (9.1%) 
FINISHERS 71 45 62 18 8 
(34.8%) (22.1%) (30.4%) ( 8.8%) (3.9%) 
110 
(35.0%) 
204 
(65.0%) 
(X2 a 8.61; df = 4; p =0.072; response rate 99.4%) 
Marital Status. The majority of subjects in both 
study groups were married, 73.6% of leavers and 84.3% of 
finishers. Though, not statistically significant, leavers 
almost doubled the finishers' percentage of single and/or 
divorced respondents: 23.7% of leavers were single or 
divorced whereas 13.3% of finishers were. 
Perception Of Ability to Transfer. The final environ-
mental variable evaluated in this study referred to the 
subjects' perception of their ability to transfer out of the 
External Degree. The two questions asked of subjects 
regarding transfer (No. 19 and 21) did produce significantly 
different responses. A higher percentage of finishers were 
aware of similar programs at other schools as the following 
table shows. 
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TABLE XXXIV 
AWARENESS OF OTHER EXTERNAL DEGREE PROGRAMS 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 57 54 111 
(51.4%) (48.6%) (35.2% 
FINISHERS 139 65 204 
(68.1%) (31.9%) (64.8% 
(X2 = 7.91; df = 1; p = 0.005; response rate 99.7%) 
Though neither of the two study groups reported a 
majority considered transferring, significantly more leavers 
(38.7%) than finishers (4.4%) did: 
TABLE XXXV 
DID YOU CONSIDER TRANSFERRING TO ANOTHER INSTITUTION? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
ILEAVERS 43 68 111 
(38.7%) (61.3%) (35.2%) 
IFINISHERS 9 195 204 
I ( 4.4%) (95.6%) (64.8%) 
(X2 = 58.99; df = 1; p = 0.000; response rate 99.7%) 
A summary of the effect that environmental variables 
have on leave/finish decisions of External Degree students 
indicates that neither finances nor family responsibilities 
discriminate between leavers and finishers. However, 
outside employment, especially where the work week is longer 
than 40 hours, did discriminate leavers from finishers. 
Also, leavers reported less encouragement to pursue their 
147 
education from others in their lives than did finishers, and 
these results were significantly different. Awareness of 
transfer opportunities was more pronounced in the finishers 
than in the leavers but did not result in actual transfer. 
Academic Outcomes 
College GPA was the measure by which Academic Outcome 
was studied. With information obtained from the Eastern 
Oregon State College active and archive stud~nt data bases, 
GPAs of 57 of the 112 leavers and 150 of the 204 finishers 
were obtained. The average GPA for leavers was 2.91; for 
finishers, 3.38, resulting in a t-statistic between the two 
means that was significantly different on both a one-tailed 
and a two-tailed test at p ~ 0.000. In other words, the 
performance, as measured by college GPA, of the External 
Degree finishers was significantly better than that of 
Program leavers, and the probability of finding this 
difference in GPA was due to something other than chance. A 
further statistical calculation using a one-way ANOVA 
resulted in a significant F ratio with p = 0.00, and deter-
mined that the source of the variation in means was between, 
rather than within, the two groups of subjects. 
Psychological Outcomes 
The Psychological Outcomes felt by the two study 
groups as a result of their participation in the External 
Degree Program were assessed in four areas: (1) utility of 
degree, (2) satisfaction with the role of being a student, 
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(3) commitment to goal as it relates to career needs, and 
(4) stress. 
Utility of Degree. Four questions (No. 51, 78-80) 
comprised the utility area. Three resulted in statistically 
significant differences at p<.05 for leavers and finishers. 
The one which did.!!2.!. asked subjects to cite the main reason 
they enrolled in the program. For both the 108 leavers and 
203 finishers who responded to this question, the ranking 
of nearly 90% of their responses was in the same order: 
TABLE XXXVI 
REASON ENROLLED IN EXTERNAL DEGREE 
Response 
Freguencl Leavers Finishers 
111 To improve myself 31.5% 29.6% 
(n=34) (n .. 60) 
112 For personal challenge 28.7% 25.1% 
(n=31) (n=51) 
113 To get better job 24.1% 17.2% 
(n=26) (n=35) 
114 Required in my work 10.2% 16.7% 
(n-=l1) (n=34) 
When reasons 1 and 2 are combined, over 60% of the 
leavers and 55% of the finishers cited personal, versus 
vocational, reasons as the primary motivator. 
Questions 78-80 asked subjects to assess the impact 
that participating in the External Degree Program had on 
knowing themselves, using interpersonal skills, and seeing 
alternative points of view. All three questions resulted in 
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statistically significant differences at p<.05. Though 
responses to the "knowing myself" question resulted in simi-
lar response trends between the two study groups, the 
following table shows that significantly more finishers than 
leavers felt the impact was great. 
TABLE XXXVII 
EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON KNOWING MYSELF 
little/ Row Total 
none some much Column % 
LEAVERS 36 36 37 109 
(33.0%) (33.0%) (33.9%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 13 51 140 204 
( 6.4%) (25.0%) (68.6%) (65.2% 
(X2 = 49; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate, 99.1%) 
The trend was just the opposite, however, when leavers· 
and finishers· responses to the impact on using inter-
personal skills and seeing alternate points of view were 
compared. Whereas the majority of finishers reported much 
impact, the majority of leavers reported little/none. 
TABLE XXXVIII 
EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON USING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS 
little/ Row Total 
none some much Column % 
LEAVERS 41 33 35 109 
(37.6%) (30.3%) (32.1%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 10 58 136 204 
( 4.9%) (28.4%) (66.7%) (65.2%) 
(X2 - 62.26; df ~ 2; p -0.000; response rate, 99.1%) 
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TABLE XXXIX 
EXTERNAL DEGREE'S IMPACT ON SEEING ALTERNATE POINTS OF VIEW 
I 11 t tle/ Row Total none some much Column % 
I LEAVERS 40 30 38 108 (37.0%) (27.8%) (35.2%) (34.8%) 
I FINISHERS 11 57 134 202 ( 5.4%) (28.2%) (66.3%) (65.2% 
(X2 = 55; df = 2; P =0.000; response rate, 98.1%) 
Satisfaction with Student Role. The subjects' level 
of satisfaction with several aspects of the External Degree 
was determined from six survey questions, No. 23, 26, 34, 
67-69. Responses to all six questions resulted in statisti-
cally significant differences at p<.05. Question 23 asked 
subjects if they felt the academic expectations were more 
difficult than they liked. Though a majority in both groups 
said no, more leavers (23.9%) than finishers (5.4%) said yes. 
TABLE XL 
ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS MORE DIFFICULT THAN YOU LIKED? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 26 83 109 
(23.9%) (76.1%) (34.9%) 
FINISHERS 11 192 203 
( 5.4%) (94.6%) (65.1%) 
(X2 = 21.32; df K 1; P = 0.000; response rate 98.7%) 
Leavers differed significantly from finishers in 
response to their attitude regarding the need for required 
standardized testing. The finishers were nearly equally 
split in their yes/no responses. The leavers, however, had 
over twice as many no responses as yes ones. 
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TABLE XLI 
SHOULD STANDARDIZED TESTING BE REQUIRED IN THE PROGRAM? 
: Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS. 35 75 110 
(31.8%) (68.2%) (35.0%) 
FINISHERS 110 94 204 
(53.9%) (46.1%) (65.0%) 
,~ 
-
. 
-
. . (X 13.17, df 1, p = 0.000, response rate 99.4%) 
When asked if instructor feedback on course 
assignments had been timely, over 25% of the leavers, 
compared to only 3% of the finishers, stated not 
applicable. The majority of subjects in both groups, 
however, stated yes, 54.1% of the leavers and 85.6% of the 
finishers. 
TABLE XLII 
INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK ON COURSES TIMELY? 
Not Row Total 
Yes No Applicable Column % 
LEAVERS 59 22 28 109 
(54.1%) (20.2%) (25.7%) (35.2%) 
FINISHERS 172 23 6 201 
(85.6%) (11.4%) ( 3.0%) (64.8%) 
(X2 = 46.31; df = 2; p =0.000; response rate 98.1%) 
The last three questions in the area of student 
satisfaction dealt with the subjects' perception of their 
difficulty obtaining information from (1) advisors and 
(2) instructors and (3) with progressing in the program 
because of, or in spite of, certain rules and procedures. 
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All questions resulted in statistically significant differ-
ences at p<.05 between leavers and finishers. In all cases 
as the following three tables show, the majority of 
finishers responded not at all to perceptions of difficulty 
but the largest percentage of leavers responded to 
some/small extent. 
TABLE XLIII 
DIFFICULTY WITH ASKING ADVISOR FOR HELP 
Not at Small/ Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 37 51 21 109 
(33.9%) (46.8%) (19.3%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 142 54 8 204 
(69.6%) (26.5%) ( 3.9%) (65.2%) 
(X2 = 42.59; df = 2; p = 0.000; response rate 99.1%) 
TABLE XLIV 
DIFFICULTY WITH ASKING INSTRUCTORS FOR HELP 
Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
LEAVERS 39 41 24 104 
(37.5%) (39.4%) (23.1%) (34.1%) 
FINISHERS 109 76 16 201 
(54.2%) (37.8%) ( 8.0%) (65.9%) 
(X2 = 15.94; df = 2; P = 0.000; response rate 96.5%) 
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TABLE XLV 
DID RULES/PROCEDURES OF PROGRAM INHIBIT YOUR PROGRESS? 
Not at Small/Some Great/Very Row Total 
All Extent Great Extent Column % 
I LEAVERS 42 43 21 106 
I (39.6%) (40.6%) (19.8:0 (34.2%) I FINISHERS 165 35 4 204 (80.9%) (17.2%) ( 2.0%) (65.8%) 
(X2 ." 60.53; df = 2; p II: 0.000; response rate 98.1%) 
Linkage of Degree to Career. Whether or not a college 
degree was required for the subject's continuation in their 
career was used to measure the subjects' goal commitment. A 
significant difference in leavers' and finishers' responses 
to this question resulted with more finishers (43.2%) than 
leavers (27.1%) indicating that a degree was required for 
career continuation. On the other hand, the majority of 
leavers l64.5%) stated that it was not. 
TABLE XLVI 
DEGREE REQUIRED FOR CAREER CONTINUATION? 
Row Total 
Yes No Not Applicable Column % 
LEAVERS 29 69 9 107 
(27.1%) (64.5%) ( 8.4%) (35.0%) 
FINISHERS 86 98 15 199 
(43.2%) (49.2%) ( 7.5%) (65.0:0 
(X2 a 7.83; df c 2; p aO.02D; response rate 96.8%) 
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Stress. To determine any differences in the level of 
stress felt by leavers and finishers, seven questions (No. 
28-33, 50) were asked. Specifically, subjects were asked to 
indicate whether/not they had had to cut back on six 
different aspects of their life and to what level they had 
been able to commit the time that the program required. Two 
of the six life aspects, amount of paid employment and time 
with their children, resulted in no statistically signifi-
cant differences between leavers and finishers. A majority 
of responses in both groups of subjects indicated that they 
had not reduced time spent on either of these two 
activities. In the other areas, however, responses were 
different. For example, a majority of finishers indicated 
they had cut back on social activities with friends, but a 
majority of leavers had not. 
TABLE XLVII 
CUT BACK ON SOCIAL ACTIVITIES WITH FRIENDS? 
Row Total 
Yes No Not Applicable Column % 
LEAVERS 44 57 8 109 
(40.4%) (52.3%) ( 7.3%) (34.8%) 
FINISHERS 123 81 0 204 
(60.3%) (39.7%) ( 0.0%) (65.2%) 
(X2 - 22.81; df K 2; p -0.000; response rate 99.1%) 
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Likewise, 56.9% of finishers but only 4505% of leavers 
indicated they had cut back on time with their spouse or 
significant other while participating in the program. 
TABLE XLVIII 
CUT BACK ON ALONE TIME WITH SPOUSE/SIGNIFICANT OTHER? 
Row Total 
Yes No Not Applicable Column % 
LEAVERS 50 47 13 110 
(45.5%) (42.7%) (11.8%) (35.0%) 
FINISHERS 116 82 6 204 
(56.9%) (40.2%) ( 2.9%) (65.0%) 
(X 2 = 11.17; df = 2; p =0.004; response rate 99.4%) 
Respondents from the two groups were somewhat more 
similar, though still statistically different at p<.05 in 
responding to whether or not they had cut back on housework 
or home maintenance during their participation in the 
program. A majority (53.9%) of finishers had, while a 
majority (50.9%) of leavers had not. 
TABLE XLIX 
CUT BACK ON HOUSEWORK/HOME MAINTENANCE? 
Row Total 
Yes No Not App_licable Column % 
LEAVERS 46 55 7 108 
(42.6%) (50.9%) ( 6.5%) (34.6%) 
FINISHERS 110 93 1 204 
(53.9%) (45.6%) ( 0.5%) (65.4%) 
(X2 - 12.12; df - 2; P =0.002; response rate 98.7%) 
The largest area of difference regarding cutting back 
on responsibilities resulted from asking the study groups 
156 
about their civic commitments. While more finishers (47.5%) 
than leavers (19.1%) said they had cut back, the percentage 
of responses from leavers saying "not applicable" doubled 
that response from finishers. 
TABLE L 
CUT BACK ON CIVIC RESPONSIBILITIES? 
Row Total 
Yes No Not Applicable Column % 
LEAVERS 21 65 24 110 
(19.1%) (59.1%) (21.8%) (35.0%) 
FINISHERS 97 86 21 204 
(47.5%) (42.2%) (10.3%) (65.0%) 
(X2 = 26.28; df = 2; p aO~OOO; response rate 99.4%) 
The final stress-related question asked subjects 
about the amount of time they found the program required of 
them. The #1 response from both groups to this question was 
"about as expected," 40% leavers; 53.2% finishers. However, 
whereas 32.4% of leavers said the demands of the program 
required more time than they had, only .5% of the finishers 
felt that way. 
TABLE LI 
AMOUNT OF TIME REQUIRED FOR PROGRAM 
more than more, but about as less than hardly Row II 
I had I found it expected ex~ected o at all Col % 
LVRS 34 25 42 0 4 105 
(32.4%) (23.8%) (40.0%) (0.0%) (3.8%) (34.1%) 
FNSH 1 88 108 5 1 203 
( 0.5%) (43.3%) (53.2%) (2.5%) (0.5%) (65.9%) 
(X2 = 78.88; df = 4; p =0.000; response rate 97.5%) 
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A summary of the ability of psychological outcomes to 
differentiate between leavers and fini~hers indicates that 
there are many differences between these two groups of 
individuals. Of 18 questions asked in this category, only 3 
resulted in no statistically significant differences at 
p(.05. For example, similar percentages of both leavers 
and finishers indicated the prime reason for participating 
in the program was for self-improvement. Also, similar 
percentages from both groups indicated they had not cut back 
on time on their jobs or with their children. Beyond these 
three issues, however, the similarities stop. 
Though majorities from both groups agreed, signifi-
cantly more finishers than leavers felt that participation 
in the External Degree Program resulted in knowing them-
selves much better than before. Likewise, significantly 
more finishers than leavers felt program expectations were 
not that difficult. Also, more leavers than finishers 
indicated a degree was ~ required for continuation in 
their career. And, even though the highest percentage from 
both groups claimed to have cut back on alone time with 
their spouse/significant other while in the program, 
significantly more finishers than leavers indicated that 
t hey had. 
Clearer differences between the two groups of subjects 
emerged on other dimensions of psychological outcomes. For 
example, whereas a majority of finishers felt External 
Degree participation impacted their use of interpersonal 
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skills and ability to see alternate points of view "a great 
deal," the highest percentage of leavers felt participation 
had done little, if anything, to impact them in these areas. 
Likewise, a majority of finishers felt standardized basic 
skills tests should be a required part of the Program, 
whereas a majority of leavers did not. More leavers than 
finishers expressed significantly more difficulty in 
obtaining information from advisors and instructors, and the 
leavers felt than the rules and procedures of the Program 
inhibited their progress a great deal more than did 
finishers. In addition, significantly more leavers than 
finishers indicated the Program required more time than they 
had, but they were also less apt to cut back on social 
activities with friends, alone time with spouse/significant 
other, housework/home maintenance, or civic responsi-
bilities. 
Intent-to-Leave 
One question which was asked of the subjects dealt 
with any discussions they may have had with individuals, 
other than EOSe personnel, regarding the possibility of 
their leaving the program. Though neither group had a 
majority stating that they had ever discussed this 
possibility with non-EOSe personnel, more leavers (14.4%) 
than finishers (3.4%) had, and the difference was 
significant at p<.05. 
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TABLE LII 
ANY DISCUSSION WITH NON-EOSC PERSONNEL ABOUT LEAVING? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
LEAVERS 16 95 III 
(14.4%) (85.6%) (35.2%) 
FINISHERS 7 197 204 
( 3.4%) (96.6%) (64.8%) 
(X2 ~ 11.24; df = 1; p = 0.001; response rate 99.7%) 
Quality Issues 
Another area on which leavers and finishers were 
compared referred to the quality that subjects perceived 
receiving from their education at Eastern and their impres-
sions of the overall reputation of Eastern Oregon State 
College itself. The majority of leavers indicated they were 
unable to judge the quality of their Eastern education, 
whereas the majority of finishers felt they received a good 
or excellent education. 
TABLE LIII 
QUALITY OF EOSC EDUCATION RECEIVED 
Unable to Poor/ Good Row Total 
Judge Fair Excellent Column % 
LEAVERS 60 14 38 112 
(53.6%) (12.5%) (33.9%) (35.4% 
FINISHERS 9 7 188 204 
( 4.4%) ( 3.4%) (92.2%) (64.6% 
(X2 - 123.24; df - 2; P =0.000; response rate 100.0% 
With regard to the question about the overall quality 
of Eastern Oregon State College, 50% of the leavers felt it 
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was fairly or very high, as did 84.8% of the finishers. Of 
the leavers, 44.6% felt the reputation was neither high nor 
low. Small percentages of both groups, as the following 
table shows, felt the overall quality was either very or 
fairly low. 
TABLE LIV 
HOW HIGH IS THE QUALITY OF EASTERN OREGON STATE? 
Very/ Not High Fairly Very Row Total 
Fairly Low Or Low High High Column % 
LVRS 6 50 45 11 112 
( 5.4%) (44.6%) (40.2%) ( 9.8%) (35.4%) 
FNSHRS 1 30 126 47 204 
( 0.5%) (14.7%) (61.8%) (23.0%) (64.6%) 
(X2 = 46.43; df = 3; p =0.000; response rate 100.0%) 
Changes if Re-entering College 
One open-ended question was asked on the survey: "If 
you had it to do allover again, what would you do 
differently a 'second-time around' when returning to 
college?" The majority of leavers' comments could be 
organized into four categories: 
(1) Seek a more structured curriculum/program 
with more traditional requirements and 
deadlines. (21 responses) 
(2) Set personal deadlines; develop a clear 
degree-completion plan; and maintain self-
discipline even if the program allows for 
more flexibility. (17 responses) 
(3) Analyze and make conscientious choices 
about stress points that could distract me 
from my studies or postpone college until 
finances, employment responsibilities, and 
family obligations are less demanding. 
(13 responses) 
(4) Be more assertive in asking questions ahead 
of time to determine what the Program 
really was and what it was going to expect 
o f me, sot hat I f e 1 t the end pro d u c twa s 
what I wanted and the process was something 
I could handle. (9 responses) 
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Comments from the other leavers to this "second-time-
around" question were either isolated responses or not given 
at all. 
When finishers responded to the same question, their 
comments shared some of the categories as the leavers but 
added a few new ones. For example, like responses from 21 
leavers, 14 finishers said they would: 
"seek a more structured Program or start out the 
External Degree with more traditional course-
work rather than the assessment-of-prior-
learning portfolio." 
And, like 13 responses from leavers, 52 finishers said 
they would: 
"start earlier in my life or at least at a time 
when other responsibilities (family, job) were 
less stressful." 
Nine leavers, as well as 9 finishers, said they would: 
"be more assertive with Program and College 
staff when they didn't agree with the review of 
their portfolio essays, transfer credit stand-
ing, or interpretation of policies." 
In addition, finishers added the following new 
categories of responses: 
Choose a Program that either results in a 
specific degree (not General Studies) and/or 
has more visibility in the major academic area 
I pursued. (29 responses) 
Try to find a way to return on a full-time 
basis or at least finish faster. (14 responses) 
Not be so obsessed with hurriedly finishing up; 
slow down and enjoy the process and classes 
more. (12 responses) 
As with the leavers, a number of other isolated 
comments were offered. Of the finishers who responded to 
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this question, 51 stated, in effect, that they would not do 
anything different. For example, the following comments 
were received from several of these individuals: 
"I had a plan; the Program was there, and I saw 
it through. Everything worked out just right 
for me." 
"You just have to make up your mind and go for 
it; the Program options are all right there." 
"I had to just do it for me; no one else. It 
has to be that way." 
"I only had 35 credits to complete my B8; I 
feel getting a degree through this Program was 
the best way." 
"I wouldn't change a thing. I can't say 
enough good things about this Program." 
"I can't imagine doing it differently. I think 
all the various options available now are valid 
ways to get a real meaningful degree. My 
portfolio essays and independent study classes 
were every bit as valuable and equal in quality 
to the four-year liberal arts college classes I 
also took." 
"I'd do nothing differently. For all my 
purposes, the Eose External Degree was exactly 
the right thing at the right time and in the 
right place." 
"Tho I'd rather have finished college without 
interruption when I was young, you play life as 
it comes. I feel very fortunate to have 
participated in the Program; it was an 
excellent experience." 
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Letters Received From Respondents 
In addition to the comments included on the survey 
about what the respondent w~uld do a second-time around when 
returning to college, 50 supplemental pieces of corre-
spondence were received from study participants. These 
items ranged from brief notes attached to the completed 
survey to two-page typewritten letters. A breakdown of the 
content of these communications showed that: 
16 included endorsements or compliments of the 
External Degree Program itself 
15 provided an update on the personal and/or 
professional changes in the life of the 
respondent following graduation 
9 were personal greetings to the author and 
External Degree Program staff 
4 criticized the Program citing delays with 
feedback, misinterpretations, etc. 
The balance mentioned various items, including 
requests for information about graduate programs, indica-
tions that tney (the leavers) were still interested, and 
suggestions for changes in the Program to enhance comple-
tion. One especially poignant letter was received from the 
daughter of a recently deceased External Degree participant. 
She wrote, "Mom didn't particularly care for every 
instructor or every assignment; however, I've never known a 
college student (myself included) who didn't, at some time 
during college, have these same feelings. Your program 
helped to make a dream come true." 
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COMPARISON OF RURAL WITH URBAN RESPONDENTS 
Literature cited in Chapter 2 regarding rural adult 
learners indicated that they perceive more barriers to 
participating in education than do their urban counterparts. 
Therefore, the answers to several questions related to 
barriers were compared between rural and urban respondents 
in the present study. Specifically, using question 38 from 
the survey, respondents were first divided into two groups: 
(1) those living in either a rural area/farm 15+ miles from 
a city or in a town or small city under 50,000 and (2) those 
living in cities of 50,000+ population or suburbs near large 
cities. This division resulted in 213 rural and 100 urban 
subjects with 3 missing the necessary data to categorize. 
Seven questions were then analyzed using the chi-square 
statistic: 
1. Did you find the academic expectations more 
difficult than you liked? 
2. Were degree requirements made clear to you 
by your advisor? 
3. What was the most difficult barrier you 
faced to participating in the External 
Degree? 
4. Were you satisfied with the amount of 
academic advising you received? 
5. Were you satisfied with the quality of 
academic advising you received? 
6. Were finances a problem for you? 
7. Do you feel the rules and procedures of the 
Program inhibited your progress toward 
completing the degree? 
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Only one question, number 2, resulted in a statisti-
cally significant difference between rural and urban 
respondents. 
TABLE LV 
WERE DEGREE REQUIREMENTS MADE CLEAR TO YOU BY YOUR ADVISOR? 
Row Total 
YES NO Column % 
Rural & Town 181 33 214 
<50.000 (84.6%) (15.4%) (68.2%) 
Urban, >50,000 94 6 100 
(94.0%) ( 6.0%) (31.8%) 
(X2 = 4.72; df = 1; p = 0.030; response rate 99.4%) 
When asked if the academic expectations of the program 
were more difficult than they liked, 211 rural and leI urban 
subjects responded. Majorities in both groups, 87.7% rural 
and 89.1% urban, said no. 
When asked about the most difficult barrier to 
participating in the External Degree Program, the largest 
percentage in both groups, 35.2% rural and 43.0% urban, 
cited time. Though not statistically significant, 
distance was cited as the most difficult barrier by 20.1% of 
the rural respondents but by only 7% of the urban 
respondents. Also, the unexpected was cited by 13.4% of 
the rural respondents, but by only 9.3% of the urban 
respondents. Finances were listed fifth by rural 
respondents and fourth by urban respondents. When asked 
specifically about any problem the respondents had with 
finances while participating in the External Degree Program, 
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majorities in both groups, 62.5% rural and 56% urban, said 
either "not at all" or lito only a small extent." 
Advising issues were asked in the fourth and 
fifth questions. The majority of both rural and urban 
respondents, 63.5% and 61.4% respectively, were satisfied to 
a great or very great extent with the quantity of advising 
they had received and with the quality, 69.0% rural and 
65.7% urban. 
The last question compared rural and urban respondents 
on whether they felt the rules and procedures of the Exter-
nal Degree Program inhibited their progress toward 
completing the degree. Majorities in both groups, 64.3% 
rural and 72.0% urban said "not at all." 
Because towns/cities of populations up to 50,000 may 
not seem rural in the sense of isolation, a further dis-
tinction between respondents was made. This time, rural 
meant only those respondents indicating they lived in a 
rural area or farm 15+ miles from a city; all other 
respondents were cQnsidered urban. This distinction pro-
duced 52 rural and 261 urban respondents, with 3 missing the 
necessary data for classification. Again, the seven ques-
tions were analyzed. All, including the clarity of degree 
requirements question, yielded no significant differences 
between the two categories of respondents. Response trends 
were identical to those described above when a broader 
definition of rural was used. On the question about 
degree clarity, 82.7% of the rural/farm respondents and 
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88.5% of the urban town/city respondents said advisors were 
clear in communicating degree requirement information. 
COMPARISON OF LEAVERS/FINISHERS BY GENDER & FAMILY STATUS 
The effect of two environmental variables, marital 
and family status, on the leaving/finishing behavior of men 
and women was the subject of another comparison. The first 
step in this procedure involved twelve chi-square tests: 
(1) effect of married/single status on leaving/ 
finishing females (for this comparison, 
single status included never married, as 
well as separated, divorced, or widowed) 
(2) same as test (1) on leaving/finishing males 
(3) effect of absence/presence of any children 
in the home on leaving/finishing females 
(4) same as test (3) on leaving/finishing males 
(5) effect of 0-1 child versus 2 or more 
children in the home on leaving/finishing 
females 
(6) same as test (5) on leaving/finishing males 
(7) effect of married/single status on leaving 
females and leaving males 
(8) same as (7) on finishing females/males 
(9) effect of absence/presence of any children 
in the home on leaving females and leaving 
males 
(10) same as (9) on finishing females/males 
(11) effect of 0-1 child versus 2 or more 
children in the home on leaving 
females/males 
(12) same as (11) on finishing females/males 
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Using the above numbers, the comparisons which 
resulted in statistically significant differences at p(.05 
were: 
(1) 
(7/8) 
( 11/ 
12) 
A higher percentage of female finishers 
than female leavers was married. 
A higher percentage of males, whether 
leavers or finishers, was married than 
was leaving/finishing females. 
A higher percentage of males than 
females, whether leavers or finishers, 
had two or more children. 
TABLE LVI 
EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON LEAVING/FINISHING FEMALES 
Row Total 
Sin~le Married Column % 
Female Leavers 24 30 54 
(44.4%) (55.6%) (33.1) 
Female Fnshrs. 24 85 109 
(22.0%) (78.0%) (66.9%) 
(X2 = 7.69; df = 1; p =0.006; response rate 99.4%) 
The marital status of male respondents, whether 
leavers or finishers, was almost identical: 91.1% of the 
male leavers were married as were 91.6% of the male 
finishers. 
The absence or presence of children in the home did 
not significantly discriminate between leaving or finishing 
behavior of either males or females. The majority of 
leaving and finishing males and females had at least one 
child at home while they were participating in the External 
Degree Program. Though not significant, a higher percentage 
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of leavers (both males and females) had children at home 
than did finishers. 
Two more statistical comparisons sought to determine 
if the number of children affected the leaving/finishing 
behavior of either female or male External Degree subjects. 
Neither comparison resulted in statistically significant 
differences. However, whereas the majority of both leaving 
and finishing females had either none or just one child at 
home while participating in the External Degree, the 
majority of leaving and finishing males had at least two. 
The final set of analyses regarding any effect of 
marriage and children on the leaving/finishing behavior of 
External Degree subjects compared female leavers with male 
leavers and female finishers with male finishers. 
Both comparisons related to marital status resulted in 
statistically significant differences. For example, more 
male leavers than female leavers were married; so too, 
though, more male finishers than female finishers were also 
married. 
TABLE LVII 
EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON LEAVING BEHAVIOR OF MEN/WOMEN 
Row Total 
Single Married Column % 
Female Leavers 24 30 54 
(44.4%) (55.6%) (49.1) 
Male Leavers 5 51 56 
( 8.9%) (91.1%) (50.9%) 
(X2 - 16.07; df = 1; P =0.000; response rate 98.2%)" 
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TABLE LVIII 
EFFECT OF MARITAL STATUS ON FINISHING BEHAVIOR OF MEN/WOMEN 
Row Total 
Single Married Column % 
Female Finishers 24 85 109 
(22.0%) (78.0%) (53.4) 
Male Finishers 8 87 95 
( 8.4%) (91.6%) (46.6%) 
(X2 = 6.10~ df c 1; p =0.013; response rate 100.0%) 
No statistically significant difference resulted from 
comparing female leavers with male leavers on whether or not 
children were present in the home while the subject was 
participating in the External Degree Program. For both the 
female and male leavers, the majority did have at least one 
child at home. For finishers, the same trend was true but 
the larger percentage of female finishers than of male 
finishers without children approached significance with 
p=.053. 
TABLE LIX 
COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN FINISHERS ON CHILDLESS/CHILD STATUS 
No 1 or More Row Total 
Children Children Column '" ;. 
Female Finishers 45 64 109 
(41.3%) (58.7%) (53.4% 
Male Finishers 26 69 95 
(27.4%) (72.6%) (46.6%) 
(X2 - 3.74; df - 1; p - .053; response rate 100.0%) 
When the comparison of female vs male leavers and 
female vs.male finishers was based on the number of children 
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(either 0-1 or 2+), significant differences resulted. For 
example, the majority of female finishers reported 0-1 child 
at home, while the majority of male finishers had two or 
more children. 
TABLE LX 
COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN FINISHERS WITH 
EITHER 0-1 CHILDREN OR 2 OR MORE 
0-1 2 or More Row Total 
Children Children Column % 
Female Finishers 71 38 109 
(65.1%) (34.9%) (53.4%) 
Male Finishers 45 50 95 
(47.4%) (52.6%) (46.6%) 
(X2 = 5.82; df = 1; P = .016; response rate 100.0%) 
The majority of female leavers, however, also reported 
having either no children or only one at home while they 
were participating in the program. The majority of male 
leavers, on the other hand, had at least two children at 
home. 
TABLE LXI 
COMPARISON OF MEN/WOMEN LEAVERS WITH 
EITHER 0-1 CHILDREN OR 2 OR MORE 
0-1 2 or More 
Children Children 
Female Leavers 30 24 
(55.6%) (44.4%) 
Male Leavers 18 38 
(32.1%) (67.9%) 
Row Total 
Column % 
54 
(49.1%) 
56 
(50.9%) 
(X2 - 5.21; df = 1; p - .022; response rate 98.2%) 
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PREDICTION OF LEAVING USING STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION 
The goal of conducting the stepwise multiple 
regression analysis with the data from the External Degree 
surveys was to determine what percent of the variation in 
leaving/finishing behavior could be accounted for from a set 
of selected explanatory variables. Stepwise multiple 
regression is one of several procedures grouped under the 
broad classification of general linear statistical models. 
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and discriminant analysis are 
the more commonly known terms withLn linear models. For 
this study, the discriminant analysis function used 
regression, specifically stepwise multiple regression, as a 
convenient, computational technique for carrying out the 
calculations on the nominal data obtained. 
Generally the stepwise procedure starts with a simple 
correlation matrix and enters into regression the predictor 
variable that is most highly correlated with the outcome 
variable, in this case, differences between leaving/ 
finishing the External Degree Program. After this step, 
partial correlation coefficients are computed and a second 
variable is selected. This procedure continues with the 
selection of the next largest contributor to the variance in 
the outcome variable until no more contribution is made or 
until the researcher decides that the contribution is too 
small to consider. As described in Chapter I, two criteria 
(statistical significance at p<.OS and independence of time 
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in Program) had to be met before the questions in this study 
were selected for regression. The following table displays 
the explanatory variables used in the present study. 
TABLE LXII 
PREDICTOR VARIABLES OF STEPWISE 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION PROCEDURE 
Survey 
Number Content II Response Options 
19 Awareness Of Other Programs. 2 Yes/No 
36 Grade Level Upon Admission 4 Frosh/Soph/Jr/Sr 
37 Degree Aspirations 4 0, AS, BS/BA, Grad 
27 Career/Degree Reqm't. 3 Yes/No/Not Applic. 
50 Time Required in Program 4 Options ranged 
from "Too Much" 
to "Very Little" 
After eliminating surveys where there were no 
responses to anyone of the five questions cited above, 297 
records were analyzed in the stepwise procedure. As the 
table in Appendix D shows, 31.76% of the variation between 
leaving and finishing behavior was explained by seven of the 
question/response possibilities: 
TABLE LXIII 
BEST SEVEN PREDICTORS OF VARIANCE IN LEAVE/FINISH BEHAVIOR 
Q. 50, Rsp. 1 : Degree required more time than I could give. 
Q. 37, Rsp. 2: Aspired to the Associate Degree. 
Q. 27, Rsp. 1 : Yes, continuation in career required degree. 
Q. 37, Rsp. 1 : Aspired to no degree. 
Q. 50, Rsp. 4: Degree required less time than expected. 
Q. 50, Rsp. 2: Degree required more time than expected, 
but I found it. 
Q. 50, Rsp. 3: Degree required about the time expected. 
ation: 
Adding the next four larges~ contributions to vari-
Q. 36, Rsp. 1: Grade level upon admission: Frosh. 
Q. 36, Rsp. 2: Grade level upon admission: Soph. 
Q. 36, Rsp. 3: Grade level upon admission: Jr. 
Q. 19, Rsp. 1: Awareness of other External Programs 
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only increased the percentage of explanation of variation by 
1.98% (31.76% to 33.64%). Since this contribution was 
considered minor, the regression procedure was discontinued. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUMMARY 
Comparisons: Leavers and Finishers 
A comparison of the responses from this study showed 
that both academic and environmental variables have 
extensive discriminating ability between leavers and 
finishers in the Eastern Oregon State College External 
Degree Program. Limited discrimination between leavers and 
finishers resulted from comparing background and defining 
variables. All the primary null hypotheses described on 
pages 122-123 are, therefore, rejected, but with the follow-
ing explanations. 
Defining Variables. Only one of the defining 
variables, enrollment status, resulted in a statistical 
difference between leavers and finishers. Overall, a higher 
percentage of finishers was admitted to the External Degree 
Program at a more advanced level than leavers. No statis-
tical differences in the other defining variables, age and 
residency, were found between leavers and finishers. 
Background Variables. Likewise, only one background 
variable, educational goal, resulted in a statistical 
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difference between leavers and finishers. Again, a larger 
percentage of finishers aspired to higher levels of 
education than did the 1eavers. No statistical differences 
in the other background variables of high school perfor-
mance, ethnicity, family educational level, and gender were 
detected when 1eavers and finishers were compared. 
Academic Variables. The category, academic variables, 
produced a number of differences between 1eavers and 
finishers. Overall, a larger percentage of finishers than 
of leavers expressed more confidence with their skills and 
their ability to cope with stress and to find the time to do 
the Program. As a group, finishers were significantly more 
satisfied than were the 1eavers with the quality and 
quantity of academic advising in the Program and with the 
frequency and convenience of courses they wished to take to 
complete their degree. Finishers also indicated, statisti-
cally more often than did 1eavers, that they had an academic 
focus to their degree. And, with regard to program involve-
ment, the finishers were more likely to produce a portfolio 
that received academic credit than were the 1eavers, even 
though a majority of both groups attended the portfolio 
workshop. Although 1eavers may have left before availing 
themselves of many opportunities to participate in other 
Program options, (over 50% indicated "they left before they 
really got started"), a chi-square comparison on the use of 
correspondence classes also resulted in a significant 
difference between leavers and finishers. A majority of 
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finishers (but a minority of leavers) received credits 
through correspondence. All other program involvement ques-
tions resulted, even if significantly different, in either 
the same trend (i.e., majorities in both groups did not 
participate) or in no significant difference at all. 
Environmental Variables. Five areas within environ-
mental variables were studied: (1) finances, (2) outside 
employment; (3) outside encouragement, (4) family responsi-
bilities, and (5) perception of one's ability to transfer. 
All but finances and family responsibilities resulted in 
significant differences between leavers and finishers. 
Financing of college expenses was handled similarly by 
leavers and finishers; i.e., most often by either the 
subject's or spouse's employment. Neither group cited 
financial problems as a major hindrance to its participating 
in college. No difference in marital status between leavers 
and finishers was observed, nor in the number of children at 
home while leavers and finishers were participating in the 
External Degree Program. 
A significantly higher percentage of leavers than of 
finishers reported working over a 40-hour week while 
attempting to participate in the External Degree Program. 
Coupled with these self-reported longer working hours, 
leavers also cited less encouragement from others in their 
lives to continue with college studies. 
Significantly more finishers than leavers reported 
being aware of similar External Degree Programs at other 
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• institutions. Even though fewer leavers were aware of 
similar programs, they considered transferring to another 
institution in a larger percentage than did the finishers. 
Academic and Psychological Outcomes. Because a 
majority of leavers left "before they really got started," 
summarizing the academic and psychological outcome 
differences between leavers and finishers must be done 
cautiously. Though finishers had a significantly higher GPA 
than did leavers, the finishers' academic interactions were 
likely distributed over (1) a longer period of time and (2) 
over more Program options. Likewise, their investment to 
the end of the Program (graduation) may have been the cause 
of the finishers' significantly more positive satisfaction 
levels than was any specific Program feature(s) itself. 
Finishers were more satisfied with what they perceived as 
positive impacts on knowing themselves better, using inter-
personal skills, and seeing alternative points of view, as 
well as in their ability to get the kind of prompt feedback 
from advisors and instructors they needed. Also, perhaps 
because of their early departure, over half of the leavers 
were unable to judge the quality of education they received 
at Eastern, and 45% were unable to describe the overall 
quality of the College at all. 
Leavers and finishers were alike in their motivations 
for enrolling in the Program. Personal improvement/ 
challenge was cited most often by participants in both 
categories. Only 2% of finishers, but 20% of leavers, 
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however, felt their progress in the Program was hindered a 
great or very great deal by rules and procedures. One 
psychological outcome difference which probably is 
independent of length of time in the program is the 
finishers' significantly more frequent response linking 
career and degree than that reported by leavers. 
Because lack of time appeared as the #1 difficulty for 
finishers and #1 barrier for leavers to participating in the 
External Degree, comparing the two groups' time management 
decisions produced expected results. For example, other 
than unaltered time spent with children and in paid employ-
ment, finishers reported significantly more often than did 
leavers, that they had cut back on social activities with 
friends, alone time with their spouse or significant other, 
time spent on home maintenance, and in civic responsibili-
ties. Further, finishers reported more often than did 
leavers (99.5% vs. 67.6%) that they were able (perhaps, 
though, only after cutting back on other responsibilities) 
to commit the amount of time required in the Program. 
Comparisons: Rural and Urban Respondents 
Though the primary purpose of this research was to 
determine if, in general, External Degree leavers differed 
from finishers on a number of characteristics, a further 
breakdown of respondents into rural and urban categories was 
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conducted because of Eastern Oregon State College's regional 
mission into 10 rural counties of Oregon. 
The Eastern Oregon State College External Degree was 
specifically designed to accommodate the time- and place-
bound constraints of adult learners. In so doing, the 
Program seeks to overcome the barriers that are cited in the 
literature regarding rural access to educational programs: 
distance, inadequate finances, and inadequate advice and 
counseling. 
With regard to distance barriers, the Program was 
designed wlthout requiring any attendance in La Grande. 
In addition, (1) a liberal transfer policy, (2) information 
and referral offices in Eastern's six Regional Centers, and 
(3) extensive outreach opportunities in the form of tele-
courses, correspondence studies, and regional classes have 
eliminated the necessity of travel to/from the main campus 
for External Degree students. 
In responding to a potential financial barrier, the 
External Degree Program features several payment options. 
First, a portfolio-awarded credit is assessed at about 45% 
of what is charged for a traditional credit of instruction. 
This decreased fee recognizes that instruction in academic 
content is not provided by the institution when a student 
prepares a prior-learning portfolio essay, though instruc-
tion in the process/verification of translating experience 
into content is. A second feature that decreases the 
immediate impact on a family of financing college expenses 
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is a deferred payment plan for tuition (1/3 due at the 
beginning of each month of the quarter) and/or an install-
ment plan for paying fees incurred in awarding portfolio 
credit. In addition, improvements in federal guidelines 
regarding financial aid for part-time learners have 
broadened educational access to many adults, including the 
External Degree student. 
The establishment of Eastern's Regional Centers in six 
communities of the IO-county Eastern region, the placement 
(by Portland State University's invitation) of a branch of 
the Eastern Oregon External Degree office on the PSU campus, 
and the availability of a toll-free telephone number for 
Oregon students have attempted to respond to distance 
learners' complaints about inadequate advice and counseling. 
With all these features built into a comprehensive degree-
completion plan, it was encouraging to find that rural and 
urban learners did not differ in their responses to several 
critical questions on the survey. 
For example, time, rather than distance, was the most 
frequently cited barrier for both rural and urban subjects. 
Though not statistically significant, distance was, however, 
the second most frequent response from rural respondents but 
fifth from urban. 
Finances were not considered any more of a burden for 
rural respondents than they were for urban respondents. In 
fact, a higher percentage of rural than of urban respondents 
indicated that finances were not at all or only a small 
problem while they were in the Program. 
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Sufficient and accurate advice and counseling also did 
not really present any greater barrier for the rural 
External Degree respondents than it did for urban. Respond-
ents from both groups indicated satisfaction with the 
quantity and quality of advising. Only when rural was 
defined to include residents of communities <50,000 popula-
tion did significantly more rural than urban respondents 
indicate that degree requirements were not made clear to 
them by their advisors. Even then, the percentages dis-
satisfied with degree clarity were small, 15.4% rural and 
6.0% urban. Likewise, majorities in both the rural and 
urban groups indicated that the Program's rules and 
procedures had not hindered their progress in the degree. 
It appears, therefore, that certain aspects of the 
External Degree design have appropriately responded to 
barriers that are normally faced by rural adult learners. 
The absence of significant differences between rural and 
urban respondents' perceptions of barriers to continuing 
their studies through the Eastern Oregon State College 
External Degree will facilitate the implementation of any 
Program changes that could improve retention of all partici-
pants, regardless of geographic residence or isolation. 
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Comparisons: Gender and Family Status 
Most of the significant differences which resulted 
when family status and leaving/finishing behavior was 
compared occurred when gender differences entered the 
equation. That is, male leavers were not statistically 
different from male finishers on family status questions. 
Female leavers were similar to female finishers, differing 
only in marital status; significantly more female finishers 
than leavers were married. 
When family status questions were compared between the 
sexes, however, numerous differences resulted. Overall, 
female participants, whether leavers ~ finishers, reported 
more often that they had 0-1 child; males, whether leavers 
or finishers, more often had two or more children. Though 
the majority of both female and male participants, leavers 
~ finishers, were married, significantly more males were 
than females. 
In conclusion, marriage and families of two or more 
children were more evident in the lives of the male 
respondents than of the females. In other words, married 
females and/or females with two or more children were less 
likely to be participants in the External Degree Program 
than were males with the same family responsibilities. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The dominant factors related to persistence of this 
non-traditional student group in the Eastern Oregon State 
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College External Degree Program come from academic and 
environmental variables. Background and defining variables 
contributed little to predicting persistence/withdrawal. 
This conclusion provides exciting opportunities for the 
College to intervene with corrective Program changes which 
should enhance the retention/completion rate of partici-
pants. (Specific recommendations are shared at the end of 
this chapter.) 
In addition to triggering Program changes, this study 
helped to create a profile of the "typical" External Degree 
student. This individual, whether leaver or finisher, is 
usually Caucasian, married with children, approximately 45 
years old and lives in an Oregon community of <50,000 in 
population close to (within 60 miles) of a post-secondary 
institution, but not necessarily Eastern Oregon State 
College. He/she did well in high school, earning between a 
3.00 and 3.50 GPA, and enrolled in the External Degree 
Program primarily for personal, rather than professional, 
reasons. However, he/she receives little, if any, encourage-
ment to continue college from friends or employers. 
The mother of the typical External Degree student has 
usually received a high school diploma; the father, less 
than such. The spouse of the External Degree student has 
probably attended or even grad~ated from college. The 
student pays for educational expenses from employment income 
but is not particularly stressed financially by these added 
expenses. He/she works at least 30 hours a week, and while 
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in the Program, may have cut back on other obligations, but 
did not cut back on hours worked or time spent with 
children. 
Upon entering the Program (most often as a junior), 
the typical External Degree student is modestly aware of 
other External Degrees but does not consider transferring to 
them, is confident of his/her abilities in writing, reading, 
expressing thoughts verbally, and coping with stress and 
with academic challenges. Perhaps because he/she feels that 
degree requirements were clearly explained by his/her 
advisor, the External Degree student sees no reason to 
require La Grande campus attendance for periodic meetings. 
The student was expecting the level of academic rigor in the 
Program and was satisfied with the timeliness of instructor 
feedback and with the ease in asking for help from either 
instructors or advisors. In spite of struggling to devote 
the necessary time to the Program, the typical External 
Degree student feels that participation, whether it ended in 
withdrawal or graduation, did have some impact on getting to 
know him/herself better, on using their interpersonal skills 
more, and on seeing alternate points of view. Most fre-
quently, he/she focused on a particular academic area while 
pursuing the degree, transferred in credit from other insti-
tutions, and participated in an assessment-of-prior-learning 
workshop as part of the External Degree process toward 
gradua tion. The student did not receive directly tran-
scripted credit through military evaluations or from any 
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agency-sponsored training, nor did he/she participate in 
outreach center classes, cooperative education, course 
challenges, or day or evening classes at Eastern Oregon 
State College. 
Beyond this common description of External Degree 
participants in general, 1eavers differed in several 
respects from finishers. For example, even though they, 
like the finishers, voiced satisfaction with the clarity of 
degree requirements as expressed by their advisors, they 
were dissatisfied with the overall quality and quantity of 
the academic advising they received and also felt the rules 
and procedures of the Program inhibited their progress 
toward graduation. In contrast to finishers, the 1eavers 
generally did not receive credit for any portfolio essays 
following attendance at a portfolio workshop, nor did they 
receive much encouragement to contfnue college studies. from 
anyone in their lives. They tended to work longer hours at 
their jobs (frequently over 40 hours a week) and did not cut 
back on other obligations while trying to participate in the 
Program. 
Several conclusions, therefore, on which recommenda-
tions for change will be based, may be drawn from the 
findings of this study: 
1. Leavers and finishers alike struggled with 
finding or-managing their time so that 
progress toward completion of the External 
Degree could happen. 
2. Sizeable numbers in both groups of subjects 
voiced anxiety over maintaining a balance 
in their various responsibilities as 
spouse, parent, employer, and civic person, 
as well as student. 
3. Though several respondents wholeheartedly 
endorsed the flexible nature of the Pro-
gram, large numbers in both groups yearned 
for more structure, even if self-imposed, 
in the form of a visible degree completion 
plan. 
4. Little encouragement from people in the 
External Degree student's environment to 
continue college studies is received by 
participants; it is especially lacking in 
the lives of the leavers, and only strongly 
felt from spouses of the finishers. 
5. Though most respondents from both groups 
participated in an assessment of prior 
learning portfolio workshop, only large 
numbers of finishers managed to earn 
credits through this option. Large numbers 
of leavers left the Program quickly without 
integrating more thoroughly into other 
Program options. 
6. Female participants were less likely than 
male participants to be married and/or to 
have children. 
7. Rather than perceiving different barriers 
to education as the literature review 
asserts, rural External Degree respondents 
shared with their urban counterparts that 
the #1 concern was finding enough time to 
commit to college studies. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
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In response to the preceding summary and conclusions, 
and in order to enhance the completion rate of the Eastern 
Oregon State College External Degree participants, the 
following recommendations are made. 
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PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT CHANGES 
1. Develop Two Separate Degree-Completion Tracks 
It is apparent from the study findings that many 
External Degree participants struggle with what they per-
ceive in the portfolio workshop to be an unstructured, 
intangible, open-ended, process requiring more time, writing 
ability, and tolerance for ambiguity than they are comfort-
able with. Although a number of External Degree partici-
pants may be able to begin the Program with this option, 
many should not. Program staff should clearly identify two 
tracks for degree completion in the Eastern Oregon External 
Degree Program: one begins with the assessment of prior 
learning portfolio, the other with more traditional course-
work, even if offered in non-traditional formats 
(correspondence, weekends, evenings). 
2. Adult Development/Degree-Planning Seminars 
Since early integration into the academic culture is 
missing for a number of the External Degree leavers (i.e., 
over 50% claimed to have left the Program without ever 
really getting started), Program staff should restructure 
the existing four-credit-hour assessment of prior learning 
workshop. "If students are not selected/socialized early, 
they are likely to drop out" (Bean, 1983, p. 53). 
To promote earlier, stronger integration and, there-
fore, enhance retention and completion, it is recommended 
that guidelines developed by Brookfield (1986) be followed 
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in restructuring the introductory phase of the External 
Degree Program. That is, the program should provide for 
(1) a collaborative spirit within the learning env~ronment, 
(2) a sense of alteration between activity and reflection, 
(3) a critical reflection time, and (4) an opportunity for 
the learners to become self-directed and empowered. Tinto 
(1987) recommends an orientation program to assist adult 
learners to integrate. For example, the first part of the 
revised portfolio workshop, in which all External Degree 
students would participate, could be a one-credit-hour, one-
weekend Adult Learner Seminar which participants would take 
prior to enrolling in any of the Program options. Although 
already done on a somewhat informal, one-on-one interview 
basis (in person or by phone), the seminar format would 
provide for more efficient use of Program staff time and for 
th~. adults to start acknowledging that others, just like 
themselves, are interested in continuing their education. 
This group identity may also serve as the emotional support 
to continue on with college studies that is missing in the 
lives of many External Degree participants. Several activi-
ties shou:d take place during this seminar: 
1. Readings/lecturettes about adult develop-
ment, specifically about transitions that 
adults experience when beginning a new 
phase in their lives, and about adults as 
learners, should be provided to help the 
External Degree participants place them-
selves into the larger picture from a 
theoretical perspective. 
The importance of understanding, even if 
only on a limited basis, some notion about 
age- and stage-related theories regarding 
their development and about differences 
in learning between children and adults, 
may help the participant affirm the commit-
ment to completing the degree prior to 
becoming immersed in the paperwork, assign-
ments, and expectations that tend to 
overwhelm the less-than-committed. 
2. Information about all known options for 
adults to continue their college studies 
should be provided. Included in this com-
prehensive information and referral step 
should be data about other institutions' 
programs as well as all of the Eastern 
Oregon State External Degree Program 
options. 
3. The student's writing ability should be 
assessed with, for example, the Test of 
Standard Written English. Also, one essay 
writing assignment, related to the adult 
development/adult learner literature, 
should be written and critiqued for writing 
style as well as content. 
4. All transfer credits should be accurately 
evaluated, petitions filed, military 
evaluation forms completed, etc. prior to 
conclusion of the seminar. 
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The post-weekend assignments should include pre para-
tion of the essay on adult development/learning and of a 
draft for the student's degree-completion plan using options 
described during the weekend. 
The second part of the revised portfolio workshop 
would occur approximately one month following this seminar, 
(allowing sufficient time for petitions to be processed, 
transcripts officially evaluated, and the assignments from 
the seminar to be sent in for evaluation). At this one-
credit hour Degree-Completion Planning seminar, participants 
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from the first seminar who have decided to pursue the 
Program would reconvene to (1) discuss their degree-
completion plan with an advisor, (2) receive instruction/ 
advice on time management, and (3) meet several of the 
" 
faculty involved with many of the degree-completion options. 
The final degree-completion plan should identify (1) the 
program option(s) that the student will begin with, (2) the 
term-by-term progress/courses the student intends to take to 
meet degree requirements, and (3) the follow-up arrangements 
with Program staff that will be conducted to support/revise 
the degree-completion plan as the student moves through the 
Program. 
The third part of this revised introductory phase of 
the Program consists of the actual workshop in which those 
External Degree students who have decided to begin with the 
portfolio receive instruction in the portfolio-development 
process. Others who have opted for a more coursework-
oriented beginning to the Program would defer participation 
in this workshop until a later time or not at all. 
This three-part revision recognizes, as Bridges (1980) 
notes that the process of reaching a goal (i.e., completing 
the baccalaureate) is as important as the goal itself. 
Further, the "easing" in to the Program with a more 
organized, planned approach may especially assist the female 
participants who, as Belenky (1986) notes, may struggle more 
than their male classmates with commiting themselves to the 
rigor that being a student, in addition to being wife, 
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mother, friend, etc. requires. Likewise, because a number 
of adults may have difficulty backing off somewhat from a 
self-imposed independency (Kegan, 1982), this revised 
process would more clearly identify the network of faculty, 
advisors, and peers available to help the External Degree 
participant succeed in finishing the Program. 
3. Peer Mentoring 
A third recommendation which evolved from a ~eview of 
the study findings is to establish a peer mentor for new 
students in the Program. Parelius (1979) recognizes the 
helpful, supportive nature of providing student peer groups 
as an aid in retention/completion of degree programs. 
This mentor should be an adult who graduated in the 
External Degree Program, preferably lives in or near the 
same community as the new student, and has volunteered to 
serve in the capacity of mentor. Numerous responding 
finishers offered, in the letters/notes they sent in with 
their completed surveys, to provide this kind of support for 
others just beginning the Program. Since many 1eavers 
indicate a lack of encouragement from others in their lives 
to continue on with their education, the peer mentor may 
fill a void that could make the difference between leaving 
and finishing the Program. 
4. Two-Year General Studies Degree 
Because significant differences between 1eavers and 
finishers were revealed when degree aspiration and entry-
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level status questions were asked, a fourth recommendation 
from this study is to develop an Associate of Arts Degree in 
General Studies using the same degree-completion options 
that already exist for the four-year Program. When the 
non-traditional student enters the current Program with few 
credits (less than Junior standing) and must, because of 
environmental responsibilities (family, finances, employ-
ment) proceed on a part-time basis, the road to completion 
looks very long. Providing a two-year degree will meet the 
needs of those adults who indicate that the Associate is all 
they aspire to, as well as enabling others to achieve a 
tangible symbol of success while moving on toward the BS/BA. 
5. Decrease Turn-around Time on Assignments/Feedback 
Numerous respondents complained of the delays they 
experienced in awaiting word on the status of their 
portfolio essays and/or course assignments. On-going 
efforts, which have already been started, to improve the 
paperflow from student to instructor should be monitored 
carefully. For example, "logging in" assignments at the 
External Degree Program office has reduced the frequency of 
the lost-paper syndrome. In addition, changes in the way 
faculty are paid for evaluating and grading the work of 
External Degree students has improved the turn-around time 
on Individualized Studies assignments (for which faculty are 
usually paid overload). However, more improvement in the 
turn-around time for portfolio essays (for which faculty are 
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frequently assigned by their Dean to evaluate inload) should 
be pursued. 
6. Follow-up with Responding Leavers 
Because a number of the leavers may have left when the 
Program was in its infancy, and because recent Program 
changes and an expanded curriculum of correspondence and 
weekend college courses are now available, the sixth 
recommendation of this study is to the Program staff. 
Specifically, they should follow up with those External 
Degree leavers who cared enough to take the time to complete 
and return a survey and, in many cases, write additional 
notes and letters about their specific experiences in the 
Program. Their willingness to share their opinions and 
recommendations for change should be seen as a potential 
sign of renewed interest in pursuing the degree. A phone 
call or letter from the Program Director offering to assist 
with updating the status of their educational pursuits would 
be in order. 
ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 
The final recommendation of this study is for more 
research. Improved advising practices, more articulate 
publications, more informal mentoring, limiting the number 
of portfolio-awarded credits that may be used toward gradu-
ation, and an expanded curriculum now available to External 
Degree students, would probably have changed the withdrawal 
path for a number of leavers who joined the Program in the 
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early years. Follow-up, longitudinal studies of the current 
External Degree student body would provide information that 
would help Program staff continue to improve the program so 
that even more non-traditional students could pursue their 
educational goals through non-traditional means. Specific 
types of research/procedures which may lend themselves to 
providing enriched data about non-traditional students are: 
1. Include social integration variables in the 
model used to see if there isn't some 
element of socialization that is related to 
persist/withdrawal behavior of the 
non-traditional student. 
2. Survey rural potential students to test the 
hypothesis that indicates this group of 
students perceives more/different barriers 
to continuing their education than do their 
urban counterparts. 
3. Incorporate learning style preferences into 
the study to evaluate any difference in 
leave/finish behavior from groups of 
auditory, tactile, and visual learners. 
4. Expand the investigation into the 
motivational factors that lead non-
traditional students to participate in 
programs like the External Degree. For 
example, do the younger non-traditional 
participants tie their involvement in 
educational programs more closely to 
vocational goals than do the older ones? 
Are there differences by age between 
intrinsic and extrinsic goals? 
5. Test the path analysis theory of 
researchers like Bean and Metzner to 
determine the validity of direct vs. 
indirect effects on leaving behavior of 
non-traditional students. 
6. Enrich the data qualitatively by conducting 
indepth personal interviews with a rando~ly 
selected group of respondents in order to 
pursue strands of thought that could then 
be linked more thoroughly to adult 
development theory. 
7. Incorporate mUltiple measures into a 
longitudinal study to determine the effect 
of changes in one's personal circumstances 
over time that may affect leave/finish 
behavior; determine where, if appropriate, 
the institution should be expected to 
intervene to assist with life transitions. 
8. Expand on the stepwise regression procedure 
after controlling for entry-level 
characteristics to see if any sizeable 
variation in leave/finish behavior can be 
explained from any individual/set of variables. 
9. Analyze the leavers in the present study 
more carefully to determine when they left. 
Though most indicated it was shortly after 
they entered the Program, further research 
into the nature of their specific 
interactions during their brief stint may 
add improved/new information that could 
affect Program interventions. For example, 
did leavers attempt the College's required 
exit writing exam earlier in the Program 
than did finishers and because of an 
initial failure, leave the Program 
entirely? 
10. Investigate the nature of "encouragement." 
Does the presence in a non-traditional 
student's life of disharmony in the home 
(resentment of the spouse/parent for taking 
time for school studies) have a bigger 
influence on leaving a Program than 
positive vibes do in supporting the 
student's finishing? 
There is still much to be done to enhance the 
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learning environment for today's non-traditional student on 
America's college and university campuses. The present 
study has provided information to the Eastern Oregon State 
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College administration that should improve the setting for 
such students in that College's External Degree Program. It 
is the hope of this researcher, however, that the findings 
from this stedy will be helpful well beyond this particular 
program and that the sensitivity and understanding by higher 
educational personnel about the increasing numbers of adult 
students on our campuses will have been enhanced by this 
research. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY MATERIALS 
This appendix includes the survey instruments used by 
Dr. John Bean from which the Eastern Oregon State College 
survey instruments (also included) were prepared, and the 
cover letters which accompanied the Eastern surveys. 
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t~~ .'-~~!lnl.t!'.IJ .. d.I!'!.'!'! • .!'!' .. '~II • .!'.!'!.~~-".t.? ... _.-'. ____ ......... .2.... ......... . .'1 ....•..• __ ..•. 
212 
213 
3 
:Til !RIAT .f.XTf:NT: 
To. 5MIl 
.. ,t .•. r.!.".t __ 
To !;OIM' 
.F. ••. t!.".t_ 
To II Grt'at 
__" ••• t.c!'.t ••. 
To. Vor, 
C_r~~t_!~_l!']'.t_ 
(1)5) Do •• thla in.tltutlon "rrrr cou .. " 
___ 'y_n_u--,,_n~t_':.o_t_n~f'.l. ___________ .. _________ '-______ 2 __________ .l. _________ ~ 
(h6) Do you .. ftlt ,n cOllplrtr ... d ... I< 
.... lp ... nt" untll the lOPIt r" .. "lhlt' 
.•• _ •. ,",Inut.d.. .. •.••.. ..... . .........•.••..... 1 •.•• _ ••. .•• • .2 .••.•••. _ •••••••. ] ....••••.. _ •... ~.... ._. __ ••. ~ ••• __ •. 
(61) H.,r yuu b •• n 'ruHtrftted ~y rull·. 
___ ._ on.d •• r •• .II.u.I.I~.I!,.n .•• " ..... o.?_ •.....• _ .• ___ ••••• _I •..• _. __ • __ •• .2 •• _ .. _ ..... _ .. "!. • _ •••••• __ •• ft. _ ....•• ___ ..5 .. ___ . 
(68) Do you hoi thot tho rul •• and 
. __ r_ .. ,u)_o.~lon •. -" •. r: .• ~_r_un. :1."ur. 1.1 r.r.· __ •. _. ___ .1. ___ .• _. __ .. 2_. _. ___ ._._ . __ .1 •••• _. _ •• __ • 4 .••. _.'. __ •• 5 ••••. .;... 
(M) Do you '0.1 ynu think thr .n"" ... y 
_ •. __ ••.•.. , .•. c.u.l.t1_ .... ~ ........ h.r~.? .... _ ..• _______ ••• J .. _____ •• _ ..... 2. _'. _____ •.•... 1 .• _ ._ .. _._ .. 4. _ •• __ • __ ._5. __ ._. 
(70) Do yo" '.rl you think .hr ........ y 
. __ -"" ...o.t".!_ •. t.ud.~n.t .• _.h .... _.} .•..•.• _. ____ ._ ._. __ .1_ • _____ ._ •. 2_ • ____ • _. ___ .l._ • __ • _____ •. 4 .••• __ . __ 5 ____ . 
. !JJ)_Il.<'J.ou_' .... IJ0}l-l'!')!'..ns.. hr.r.r}. _ .. ___ • _ .. _1. ________ L _ . __ . __ . ___ .. .1. _ • ____ .••. 4_ •• _. _. __ • .5 .• ____ . 
(/2) Do you frrl obi. to eon.r"1 your 
___ ,.,,-".d_e.!!l..e_lj.(~-"o.!. •. 'I.. __ ... _ . __ ._ '.' _. _____ J ______ ._ .. 2 _________ } ______ .4 _______ 5 ___ . 
(1:1) Do you f •• l "bl. to rnntrtl' ynur 
. __ .Ro.<.I.ftl_l}.'! .. h!.r!.L ••• _____ .•..• ___ • _____ 1 ____ • __ . _._.2 _________ } ________ ._ .. 4. __ • __ • ____ 5. _____ • 
(/4) H •• r you h.d • ..- r~.l\y nev .c.d.mle 
___ o .• ~.r.t.e!'E.!!'.1 ______ . __ . ___________ .l ______ 2 __ ._. ___ .. _.l_. ________ ._4 __ ..•• _. _____ 5 __ • 
(75) Hav. you hAd 1I01Ie rpnlly n('w ""dA1 
___ .•.• ~ .• ! ..... n£ •.•• ? ____ ._. _. _ .•. _ ...... ___ ••• __ .J .. ________ .2 ____________ .1 .•. __ .• _. ____ .4 •••..• ___ . .2. __ _ 
DofH nat 
A~p"I.l 
.Q~LP..oJ.!'.!U!.nJ.'!.LJlvlnl_ .. w_o1_J!!'!". ".!'!'~.? _____ I._ 2 _________ ]. _______ .4 .. _ .•• __ .2.._ .. ft. 
(77) Arr ynur per.nlO willing 'n poy .10 .. 
co"t. or your attrndlflR tht!l 
.• __ I_no.t.l.t.u.tl0.n? . ___ "_'. . .. __ •.• ____ ._ ._1. ______ ._2. _____ • ___ .. .1 .• _ • __ • ___ •• _ 4. __ .. _ .•.•• _ .5 ...• _.6 
(78) lI11v. ynu IIPrtou .. ly dtlllC"uHfird .. ·.,vlnll thlft 
__ •. !,<honl.!,lth P!opl! .. hp.r .. ? ...• _ .... ___ .' _.l._. ____ ..... 2 .•• _._. __ • ___ .1 .. _____ • ___ 4 __ .... __ • __ .5_ •• ___ . 
(79) H ... you •• rlollaty d".ua.~d I.avln. thh 
__ o£.h.!'.!'.1_ v.lt_h. ppop.l.e_ollt!,.ld .... f .. the.!'.c!~.!'.1.1 __ I. ______ • __ 2... _ . _______ .. .l. ••. __ ._. __ !t .• ___ . ___ 5_. ___ . 
(I')._DoJ.o.uJ_O!_I..o.'!.t_oJ. ~.lft.e~ ..•. t. _t"I". !I.e".o!,.I.? ._.1. ___ • __ .2 __ • __ .. _._._ 1 .. _ ••• _____ .• 4. __ . ____ J ..•.. _ 
061._.""'.Y.D.u .• r.o.b_o.I..8,e.l.n!,.t .• nuth.nr.H1.1 .. ______ L ______ .2_. _____ • ____ .1 . __ •• __ ._ .•.. 4 .. _._ •• _____ 5._ •. __ • 
(1/) I)o(oR "'lIr .nMlly ;11'I,ruvl' "I y"ur 
. ___ ft~~.o.'!.d"_nJu_h,,!,_!,!.h!,~.I.? .• _._ ..•. _. _____ .-1. _____ .. _} ___ . ___ ... _. __ .1 ... __ . __ ' .. _ ~ .. __ ... ____ ~. __ • 
OR) no yoU cOtlpl.te hofllttwnrlt nIlHI.,n"",ntll 
___ '! .. Ul ..... L _______ •. ___ .. _._. ___ ._ _ ____ J ____ . ____ }. ____ • __ 4_. ___ ••••• __ ~._._ ••• 
(19) Do you ha •• uutald. nap .... lhIlHI .. 
___ .. h" .• ~_ .In.t .• .r.r!!~.J') .. ! •. :1.' ... r .pd!.rl.t.lo.n_7 ___ •• _"-___ _ 
(20) Do ynu Ir.1 that yn"r I If. outRide 
of •• hnol I •• tr.a.lul? .... _ ...• _. ___ ._._1 ______ ..1 ______ ..l. _______ 4._. ____ ~_ 
i;;-th·;-c'"n·l·lr·.~·r .. n~I~,.·fI"· V~tl' h:1vr Ink,," h"rp: 
Q.!J_E .•• l_tl!'.s7 ..•• ____ . __ .....• _ •• _ .•. _ .•• .1 _____ ._._ . .2._ ...... _ .}... __ ... _.~ ... . 
<?~>._.st.I.'"!!I .• ~.I!'.s.7 _______ •. 1 2 _. __ .1 .. ____ . __ .4 ___ .. _. ___ 5 ____ _ 
.(2.lL.!fo..r_r_d.i.l.f.1.e_'!.1.Lt~.n...I.0.u_l)_k!7 ____ .....;1'-____ -''-______ , ______ .4 ________ .5 ___ ._ 
.Q~J_I!!'.r! __ e.n.'"l' ... t.l.tlJ .. __ t.h.e!'.:1.~u .... I!< .. .L.___ _4.. _____ • ___ •• 
. (!~J__'!O.rJ .. !.s.1. ___ •• ____ .... _ ........ _ •••....•• 1.. ____ .•• ___ 2.._._ •. _._._. __ ._l. ___ ._ •. _.4 .. ______ 5. __ _ 
U~) __ lI.u.l.1J_._._ .. _____ •... __ .. . . .J_. ____ ._._ . .2 .•.•.. _ .•... 1.... ' •....•.• __ ) ... _ •. 
1.lttl. Quilt' 0 A «:roa' A Vrry 
1I01111\1CH. IIll'ACT dn YOll think nlt •• dlng ,hla nr No So.. ftH of 1",.1 n' I:r .. o. n .. 1 
NdlUul hdN hll,1 In ynllr dpvr 'up""tnt In: [".-5'..t. 1,!1'p.I.c.t, 1-s'.acJ... '.jI~.L·.t... ~(_ ... IIJI •• (".t 
(ZJ)._K.n.'!!!.1!'1.1UU" •. H? • . ...• _. ___ . __ 1. ____ •.. _.2_. ____ • ___ ._.). __ ._. __ .4 ______ .5 __ _ 
.(z8Lt,J-".!!!.s.J ... ~ .. !.PE..r_.!!." .• J_ ...... l.l .• .1 ___ • 1 2 1 _______ 4_. S 
1 4 5 
--. ·----Ar.r~jit----A-Ve-;y--
HOII u •• (ul dn ,ou think ynur ,·.luc.lIl11n Llttlo or So... Quit. A Bit 0..1 Creat Dell 
her" will b. lor grttlng: .n" .. I[ .. __ U..... ._. !l.' . . 1[0."__ • .o_' •. UI!- __ !!J..J1.I!!_._ 
q!ll._!..ut!!.~!.!~.I.o.1"!"!'.t.7 __ ••. _ ...• __ • __ . __ ... __ .I. ______ 2.. _____ ._}._._. ____ !to ________ .5 .• _. __ . 
(31)2..r.!. •. I.!1 • .l.o.od.J!,~.7._ .. _ ..• _______ ._.1 2 ____ .1. ____ ._!.' _____ ..5 ____ •• 
02l A well payln. Jub? 1 ] 5 
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Ahemt IUl\I ftUlI1Y II_'~I I"'r ~t'~''''I'r h,IVI' Villi "",' with f.lt'uily .. · ... h.·rlO "Ulhlll,· IIII' • 1.1"~;rll4I" ••• r ~I.tl r iulvl"lIrN, 
.Ind "'I",.,·n tn th,'," (rllr "'11 ",1111111"; ,.r mit,.,,: 
.·Af:III_TY STAr .. 
HfllRf.~S .. r ... n· ~tlVIS(1"~ 7 ur c:;nre 
Nunt· 2.-1 I •• " .1 '!'CR .. 1.-.1 4.-_&. _t_I!'."'!!'._ 
on "'ur. 01"0\,1"1'11,· 1I11.\lI-4hlt~? 
("4) Tn 111~.t·"R!4 ),nllr, (';lrt','r 1,1.111"" 
('Jc,), T~, In'II' wlt,h, J!.l',rHnnn.l prllr.ll·m"" 
(J,,) Tu cll~.,·tI!4'" Intl'II"('llIill ra.tlll·t .. ? 
C II) Tn ,IIM'uMi .. ".1"'1111"", I·.~.t ... ! 
(1M), Til ,.;111'1.,11",· 1!.rurm..,lIy'l. 
II"., ""ultl 11111 ASSI.!'i~i VIIIIN:.I.I." III I "rm'; ",: 
7 . 
2 
2.. . .. 1 .. 
.J 
.2 ..• .J .... 
Vl'ry 
I,,,,, 
. ~ (I~) ... .. 2 1 .. _._4 ••. __ ~_. __ ._ 
~ <.4.0) 2 1 4 ... ~. _ ..••. 
7 ..... 1 ..... 4 .• _ .. ~. ___ .•... ~. • .. (41). 
.(41.) 
Il,l, 
.1 .••••. 2 •. • .•.. 4_ .. " .5. _. __ • 
. .1 .2 •. .L ... 
.. . (44). 2 .. 1.. • fo_ •• ~ ••.. _ 
HI·,II." • 
. .• __ .. ___ 1:._. ___ • __ •••. _1 ___________ L _______ . !'. _ .... _. __ . _, __ . __ 
. .t ............... 2 •.. __ •.•.•...• _ •. 1. _._ .. _ ..• __ •• _4. ~ .... 
_.I .••..••. __ ... ? .... _ ...... _ ... .1 ._._. ___ . __ 4 .. _. ___ • __ .~_ •.•. 
_.1 ___ • ___ ••. _ ..• 2 •.••.•••• _... .1 ..•. _. __ .. f' .•.... _ .• _ .. 5 ••• _ .. 
(~"J. ..• ·f.'~I"-'nK.!~ Nl'n;"U' ~I.r. Qf'r"ml,II·;hm,·nl ? 
(~1)._ ,,, ... I!lI.KUl.lh.r)l·d, ~I!h YUtH Iii,'! 
l4.RJ __ .lA~o.k".nA .ro.~lJ_r_d •. t.t~ ,thl' rutur~"! . 
1.4'1 J __ !·!,e.I.I"1I. -"t.u'·.k .. 1" .. ~. r.1I1.1 
_.'_ ._._ .1 .••••••. _ ••..•• 2 •.••. _ .••..••. _ •.. _. "' __ ..•. 4. ..~ 
(5~' I._.~ .tU~r'.R.r. ~,r. ~U".lJ .. '~nnlld,·nn·' 
t")!J __ A._"-cl'_M.r> • .u_' __ M.p.ll __ d.~_v,I!).IIJIIItM'nt !, 
l~_2) __ 1I.e.l!'.L!'. !~" .. ).1. ____ .... _. 
l"') _. ~.'n,t)l'& ,tn. ~I,II,V~. !', AU},d • I.,..·' 
(~~)_ R .. • .. "! ~'.tl~.u~~, ,10 ,..tu,I'y·~ 
.......• _.' ______ .•. _ .... .1 ......... __ . __ .••.. ______ ._ . ~.. . •. ~ .•.• _ 
• __ •• _. _.-' _______ • _ ••.••. 2_ .• ' __ "'_ •••• _ ••• ! .. ____ ._ .. .. f'. __ ...• __ .. _ .~._ ._ 
. • ___ ... ___ .1 ___ ._._. ___ • __ 2 •.•.• _._ •• __ ._ ._L._. _____ f'. ________ .2.. __ . 
.•.•.••. '_. __ . ____ • ___ .2 •• __ ........ .1. __ • ___ • __ •. 4. __ .. __ •• __ 1. ___ . 
I.. .2 .••.• _. •••.• ..1.. . ...... .s_ •. 
TO WIIAT EXTF.NT hnvu .. ach "r rhl' '01 hlvlnJ; 
11~:r·,.u;n·,,··cnC"-.;';ral:ed you to Iet"'I' a'l"ndln~ 
'hlK 11I""ltll1ll1l1? 
f)1l~tt Nor 
Apply lOr 
Nu, .tt All 
Tu .. SlUt" 
f-:.I .. 'nl 
Tu Sn ... 
F.ktt',nl 
To II ':rcl1t 
.. f-:X\(·nl 
To n VI"Y 
Gr ... t 
,f-:xt~n.l, 
I~! J __ Yo.u_r_-"_C.8!_ -'_r J~!1!!.L_ 
(>,,)._.8.r.o,t.h~_~_8. !I!. ,!'-'.") !!_r_8.~ .•• ' 
• ___ . _________ .I _______ ._ .• }. __________ • ___ L. ______ 4 __ •• _____ ~ ____ _ 
. __ . __ ... _ J .. ___ .. ___ .2. _____ . ______ l. __ . _____ .. _.4. _____ . ____ \ _____ _ 
I~}). __ P_.~,~'tt.!'7. _______ ._._. . . _ .... _ . .I .• _________ ._._2 .. ____ ....... _ .. .1 ..•.•.. _._ ... f' .. ______ 2._. __ _ 
1~!I.l. _ !1.lJl.h._ftrh"!'.I .. t~n!·.h.!M·!_ 
("~I) •. Itlll". .lch!'!,I. ".laJIL. 
.•• __ ._ ••• _-' ____ • __ • ______ .2_ •• ____ • _ ._._ ••• '. _._ •• _ .•..••• _4 •• _____ • __ 5 ___ _ 
(hU) nil! I't'rNlln(K) vhu tN (au') ""I~l 
' .• .t~J'~'_r_t!!!'.!...!!',l~tI, .rJH,h.r, lit''''."!, . 
. .. _I. ______ • _____ .. 2. ___ . __ .. . _ ...• .J •• _ .. 4 •• ______ 1. __ _ 
I 2 1 ~ 5 
-.--_ ..... __ .- -_._--.- . __ .- ---- _ .... __ .... _. --.-..... ,-.- .. ··--1.;n,,";,·, 
T" .. ~ .. , 11 Til SIIfIK' Tn A C:r" •• t r.r~"t 
, .... ~~·.".r. _ .t:xtrJ1..t .r:X.I'·~I.. "'~ ... t~!l_t .. 
16\)_.S.t!,dy. !<.k.II.1.'} ____ .•.... . _ .... ___ • _. __ -' _____ ._ •• _.2_ •• _____________ )._ • ___ ._. __ ~_. _____ ._ .5 __ • __ 
I!>.Z)_. H;>th. _5k 1.1.1 o} .• _ .... _._ 
("1) •.. Rrnd.I_"JI. "!,.II.\.t'y1 _. _. 
_ .. _ .. _I _____ • __ 1. ________ .1 ______ ._!' _______ .L_ 
(~fo)._ IIr.'.H!,lL·h_I.I_'.t.1..1 .... 
,·,,~t_,~."d • .I_.I.I!.!'.1_ •. __ .. 
(66) AhUlty tn bt'l!OIN" 0 !illl't'''~!lrltl 
. "t ~1~I,l'_n.t, .h.p.r .• ·.? __ .. " 
l!on . .. Ab.".'.t.Y_ .t .... !"!'l'_r_ !' It! •. ".1 r""" 1. 
(62) Abllltv (II "'II'" wl.1t ""W •••• II •• ·m ... 
dt.tll,'"g'·'" 
. .1. _____ • __ __ .Z •. _ •• _ •. __ •• __ • :1 .. _____ .. _ .•. !o_ .••• .• __ ._._5 •. __ 
._' •••••••••••••• 2. '_.'_'.' •••••• _ .~_ •• ___ •.•.• 4 ...•• _ . __ •• __ ~ ••• _ 
._ .. 1._ •.. _._ ..• _.1 :1_ ... _._.... ._. __ .• ____ 5 __ ._ 
.• .1 _____ .•••. _.2 .. _._ ...• _ .... .1._ ••• _ ..••..• 4 • 
•..• .1 _______ .... _.2 •• __ ._ •.•••• __ .:1.._. __ . ... _.!o. 
I .... :1 .. 
.- .-~ .. -.-. 
-.--.~--.-
. .. 5 ..... 
Whl.,h Krlllll' •• 1 "'IIIIt'nIH III. VIIU I.', I IIII"""HI I .. ! (.'hU"""' unly ifill') 
(69) .1_. Student .. vtlnfU' prlrn.nv tlllrllflRe In MulnR to r.ul h'g. 1M lu tWl It luh • .nnd whu tllln't n· •• lly C"lIre If Ihey 
KU herr or to nl1utl ... r HI·lult,l • 
.• 2.. Stud"ntH vh., f.·,·' VI"Y 11H"lllvl'lv Hhout Id .... and adlul .. rHhl,., ,lIul ht.,II(lVl' rhlH Ndutlll fa ;, Rood rl.cC! 
lur th,'I, dcv .... OI' .. "1I1 In thl·tte nrc ••• 
. ~ .. 
Studt!'nta whu Ret d'-""III KrlldeN hut who don't relilly cure Yl'ry ....,(." ;Ihullt Id~ll" ur ",'holdr"hll'; lo who. 
letllng II Job 1M flll(lOfl.tI1t; lind vho like thlll .chool brcauHP of It" Hodat rnvlrunlK!nt: pnrllru, 
Hocl.t .cl IVlrl'"_ (~rl"'k I He, I't,,·, 
Slu,I,'ulN whit .11111'1 ft',lIly ,.Uft' Ih,lt .u('h fnr till .. ,.. ... lIml ur till,' Hllt'lat Ilr,· hl·rl·. hUI "hu Inve IdpaB • 
hll,ol ho.'tn,,1 .,""vat II'". '1nd Hllh.larNhlp, 
"U:ASI-: f:"~:~K Tn HAK~: SURE YIIU HAVF.N'T SKII'I'~:" AllY IIIII·:SrtnNS. 
nlllnk yuu very lIuch rOf Yft ... · ,'uulu-r;1I I"" In r t Illnft Ollt thi. quc.'allunnulrl'. PI("IINI' r("turn It In th,' rnC'lolll"d I'nvelnpe. 
r.;IIUUU [l11II'{ L[V[l IjU[STlOIlIIl\lflE (<::L"II* 
IlifOrJ1JI1I0H fon rARTlCIPArIlS 
thh ";(I"ty 1\ b ... nq r.nlllhll:t,'.1 In h',un Innrl" .1bout "'hy \tudrnh drr.tdr to '>I.IY or Irave thl .. c']mpIIS. and lh •• , 
.ttitudr\ lowdnl ~(hnnl. lnllr 10mldl'tln'I lhio; flltl·\tlnnn.lre h on a wnlunt.uy lJ ... h. It Is hop~d lholl you .,.,11 
help provide .nlorrn,tlun whi(h wtll l.lt! Imllortdnt In deter •• n'"" wt.4t typrs of serviceS ar. most useful to studenu 
.nd to bp~tpr under'H,lm' ~aud('nt (nncrrn ... Your conplrttng thh questlonn,I"" ",til Indicate that you hue (o,ufnted 
to lI,r(I(.IlloItr In lhh, ~lud)'. IO"llnl .. "on from comp'l'led ftu('stionn.)trtts wtl1 hco 'cd Into. computer .. loAd cl.IIII'Ienl\ 
reid. and the 'Ille~tlonna'rrs ~r~lr .. rd. Aeren to thh Inlnr ... tion "III b. limited to the Hudy coord,n.lors. 
Info ..... t'on Irl1lll Indlv,du.1 'Iu.·'''n''n." .. ~ .. III be c ... binrd and rrpnrtrd U.llst,ealty ~D Ihat the Idrnllty 0' 
tnd'wldu.15 'fIt! !inh)l) IJruuw. Will fUll 1 .. - ,rve,,1,'d. 'hl'S~ 1nC""U,(I\ .rr. tJk"n to protect your confidentiality. 
IJISTRUClIOIIS 
2. Ple.se an~"r.r the 'Iur<lion. In ordrr. Do not skip around. 
~. 'h~ flu",tln,, __ r.~he .,n\wrn"t hy l'uUtnq ,J elrel&! arount1 thl! hllmbpr 'h.\l r:orresponds to the .nStlfff of ,our 
choice. IIk~ I lV l ~ 5. or by putting. number In the l..L1. like 17.1~' 
4. reel 'ree to write In any r.p •• n.tlon, nr comments you NY have In the m.r91",. 
5. R ...... b.r. slops h,vp I.rrn I,"rn 10 a"'ur~ thp eonfld.ntl.llly 0' re~pond.nt.. It Is Impnrtant th.t you be as 
honest as you can In .n~ ... rlnq thp qupS! Innn.lre. 
In order to study Ih. aetuol I ••• vlng of ~Iu~rnt •• n 'ulure OIIOnth •• and to ~.e If .ttlludes change, It "",st be 
posslbl. 10 .... teb Ihe 'I •• ,llo"n,;" Ih.t a \lu, •• nt fills out at thi> tlmr w.th the hct thlt I student stlYS 
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or leaves this Inlilltullon dnd with lat"r ~urvpy\ of studtnt opinion. for tMs r~'\OI1 • .,1~.sf! W'U~ your student 
t.D. n ... brr (socl.1 ~.curlly nu.,ber) .n the 'pacn provided bel .... 
. / /----------J (6) (7) (8\ (9) (10) (II) (12) (Il) (14) 
Lelv! (I) (2) (l) (4) (S) Stude"t 
BI •. nk J_ --,' _ _ _ 1.0. lI ... ber 
----- ... -. - - - ---- ----------_._----------
(15) 
(10) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
What Is your , .. 7 
I. II.Ie 
2. re ... le 
What was your .~e at your last birthday! 
(lG) LLI (11) 
What ,h vnur ",.~,t-f1't marlt,,1 statu!.: 
I. !lot marrlrd 
2 •• larrled 
Arr. YOII a rfl'i t1it'nl of thr. -:.l.lte .. here 
lhn sthool h lor.Il",1? 
I. Yes 2. riO 
'Iow many ml I,.~ a .. ,,'f Is your I1PrlMnrnt horne 
from Ihis ~(hooll 
t. 0-~9 mil~, 4. ~~O-4q9 
2. 50-149 5. 500 mll~s or more 
l. 150-249 
ror the most pnt ... hat kind of c""",unlty 
h.ve you IIv.d in 1 
t. Rural area or farm 
2. low or small City (u.lIlrr 50.000) 
J. Hodl",. ~Il •. • .. city (50,000 to 150,000) 
4. Subutb .... Me.' "" .... '"r'I(O cHy 
5. large c i Iy lu."r /'.0.000) 
. About h ... lIany studtnts .. er~ In your high 
~chool gr~duat Ing clas~ 1 
I. I - ':I 4. 100· 199 
2. 10 - 4? 5. 700 nr more 
l. ~O - qq 
What beU describe< the rrl Iglnu~ prefer-
ence 01: 
(21,) lIhtr ,11.1 ~ ... qr"iuolr Irn," hl'lh «!oOl.I1-
\. Ih'S y:.r 4. Ihre. years .go 
2. I year '90 5. lour nr 1I0re years 
l. 2 years .go .go 
(27) 
(10) 
(JD) 
(ll) 
(12) 
(lll 
(l4) 
110 .. many TOTAL college cr.dlts have you ALREAOr 
camplelpd at ."y college or uolverslty7 
t. Nnne 4. 12· 15 
2. 1-5 S. IG-ll 
1. G-II 6. 12 or more 
lin .. """"V er"rUt ... rtt you t!nrollt'd for this 
'it"me\l('r' 
(~n) LJJ (29) 
This ~em.~ltr, where will you Ilvel 
I. Oonnttnry 
2. rratern,ty or ~ororlty 
1. \11th parent~ or qu.rdlan 
4. Apo'rtmrnt, molt!1 ro~. rented hou,. 
5. Other (Specify: ___________ , 
lIave you ever .ttcnded • coll.~e or university 
other Ihan thl~ on.7 
\. Yes 2. I/o 
IIhat 
\. 
2. 
l. 
4. 
5. 
6 . 
7. 
B. 
Wh.t 
\. 
2. 
l. 
4. 
Is the hlqhe~t deqree you upeet to recelYli 
Do nnt expect to rece,ve degree 
Assor.'ale (M) 
n.th,dors (nA or BS) 
HHters (HA or M\) 
Dnclor~le (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) 
H.D., D.D.S .. D.V.M. (lIedlc.1) 
Ll.B. or J.D. (I ... ) Other ____________ _ 
b.~t d.scrlbes your Intended ... Jor7 
UndeCldpd 
liberal .rt~ Or Science 
Pre-profenlon.1 le.g., educatIon, .. dlclne, 
law, nurs Ing. engln.erlng. etc.) 
Business 
Ho .. many .. n,rsler~ In a row do you •• pect to 
attend thIS Institution (not countln9 ~U.lIO:!r 
sen 10ns)7 
I 2 1 6 8 g or '''''r. 
-2-
(4l) How IIdny of your "cquajntanCl'~ ur f1lannlnq to 
.tt.nd thi, In,titulion! 0 I 2 J 4 5 or ""r~ (43) 
(44) lIow .any .... b ... or your I .... dla,. 1 ... l1y (par.nts, 
brothers. sh.ter ... , .lttrndrd nr 'iltll dttf'nd this 
Institutlonl 0 I 2 J 4 5 or "",r. «4) 
(45) What .. ., your high school qr"d. point av.rag. (on 
• 4-point ".Ie .hrr~ A-4, n· 1, c: ?, D-II! 
(gut'\'!. If yDU dnn"t know eaartly.) 
I. 1./6-4.00 5, l.On· 2,49 
2. 1.50 - 1./5 6. I.~O· I.gg 
1. 1,00 - 1.49 1. I.on· 1.49 
4. 2.50 - 2.99 8. 0.00 - 0.99 
(46) Wh.t do you thlok your gr.de I",lnt .verag ... III be 
at thu ullool jl the end uf fln,t vn.,uoterl 
I. 1.16 - 4.00 5. 2.00 - 2.49 
2. 150 - 1.15 6. 1.50· 1.99 
1, 1,00 - 1.49 1. 1.00 - 1.49 
4. 2,50 - 2.99 8. 0.00· 0.99 
(41) 10. typlcol .... k In high ,ehonl, hn ..... ny cI'".s 
did you .. ". ( .. lthuul .... dlul or 1~91t1 ... t. 
•• cu,." 
1. Non~ 4. AI,out th .. ~ 
2. Ahout on. 5. Ho,. 'h,,. throe 
1. Abuut t .. o 
(%) How Impurt.nt 1< It Inr ynu 
10 dewf'ldp a dr.,,,llrd under .. 
SUndtnCj of \111·ct.1 fI~ldl 
£.''''mP.lr 
~!!!~1~"!l!!.~! 
Very 
UnlmporUnl 
(51) 
Un,. yn!J "nrol h'" In tollrn'! (nur",r.\ ror 
((I'" It: ~II·. "4Uf1r-"r r 
I. I., 1. 110 
".orr you f·urol h'd In nnncrrdit collcfje-
pr("I'olro.ltnry cauro;rs th6'i surmrrl 
I. Y.. 2. '10 
Abuut .,hrn Iltd )'nu , Ir .. t d('ctd~ to 1]0 to 
tul1("IJp. ~ 
I. Ur(flrr hit)" uhllol 4. 
1. Ihqh ";chulJl 'rc~h· 
m,ml\oI1hornorf' 5. 
1. IIIIJ" o;,"hool junior 
IIhJh ~chool 
'tnlor 
Aller hl~h 
.. honl 
Atmllt whf'n did ),ou IIrst decide to .Urnd 
III1S IIISIIIUIIOII1 
I. n.lor. hlqh school 4. IIlqh .chool 
Stntor 2. IIi<Jh \Chool Ir •• h-
m,lO/soph(Wn(Jr~ 
l. 1t19h «hool Junior 
5. All .. high 
sehoul 
(S21 Wh.t was your ACT rOOlPoslte SCO,.? (Cu ... 
H yOIl don't rPf\lemh~r .uetl)') 
I. Old not t ••• Atl 4. 16 to 10 
2. I~ 5. 21 tu Z5 
1. 10 to 15 6, 26 to 36 
(51) Wh.t was your combln.~ (, .. th • vorh • ., SAT 
scort"~ (Guess If you donlt rrmember 
... clly) 
I. 111,1 not Uke SAT 4. 1000 to 1299 
2. 400 to &9q 5. 1300 to 1600 
1. 100 to 9q9 
(54, Ifow nu:.h tim,. do you •• pect to study In 
tnllro,. as c,,"pored to high school? 
I. Huth Irss thIn hlqh SChool 
2. l." ,h.n hl9h .chool 
1. About tho "me 
4. Hare th.n hlqh school 
5. Hu'h more than high SChool 
(SS) In dPplylnq to colh'gos, .. n this InHitutlnn 
yuur 
1. lrd choice • I. ht Choice 
'" 2. 2nd tho Ice 4. 4th choice or I .... r 
riP ithpr 
Un Irrpnrt.Jnt 
"or 'I"!j~~.l 
Vory 
~J!!~ 
E.t ...... I' 
~1J.!.!.!!l!. (S6) 
--------_._------
(SI) lIow Importanl Is It ror you 
to ~et th. tralnlnq dnd 
ski lis nec.ssary lor. jobl 
How u,.lul do you Ihlnk your I It lie or 
educat Ion here .. III be lor no II,. 
Quit. 
A Bil 
~ 
A Great 
0 •• 1 
ill!!!... 
A Very 
Gr •• t 0 •• 1 
~
(51) 
1
'Uln9: --- .... -
~RI~!!."'~· .""'elnI'!!~nl.1,--- .... -II------~----- .1J.-----44 • ~ ~~~IH= ')It "no.llv dood Jnh ~ ;:J ~iJ -A ... 11 v:i~;iiij jcibr---' ). -"j--.. --r---.-~--- 60 
!'!!II tI!"_Y ~Run!ul!.: 
(61) Get .. rrlrd In lhe 
Yt,·y 
l~tI ~It'11. 
ralrl, 
!I!'_U!ili. ~_'I.~ he!. 
r.lrly Very Alr .. ~y 
~ Ho:!l. !J·.!-'l !ID'.!:!!!! 
6 (61) 
(~Z..L.: 
16rr-C~it~~:i~l&.rro-r-e--------'------------~--------~L---------~--------~----~~~­
nl--...9~~~~·! .. n!l.1-I---- , 
\u) LColn lhl\. IIst'tutinn 
to be tln,er to .ome-
one you ell'" I IJrut 
dell .boutl 
V,-ri' 
~~I!r!I~J.!!. 
r .Id, 
~
J 
",lIh .. 
Cert.,n 
~or 
~!.!!.!!.!!!. 
6 
5 (61) 
I.lrly .... r'· 
~ ~ 
(G4) or what ynu orp goln9 
~'l-!o ~IJnr_ I~.I--. -- ----- II ====:.:::=j==::==·I---·---l-----~---·.(~:_~L v I' . __ ul 1"11!"_.!. .'~~rr_ r.~ .. ,.!!. ____ ~.. l! L lib Ihjt thiS Hhool .. .u 
... th. rI~ht chnlcp InuolI! 1 5 (66) 
.... rmrti:i[ynuw, 11- bP"ii;r .. " in 
I ind lund' to <nnttnu. I (61) 
Jour .dul".lon nr.t lrtlr' 
v (68l lio;"-YClli-;;ill iJ •• hle i. 
~y 'or \Chool'nl) until 
yOu qroldu.Jle7 
(6R) 
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In. XIIIU· ."I"ftltll~, .11111' 1I.1-'!.If.')I.'. 
'!I!'~'_I!L.!! '" ! If. !.'."': 
(6"1) 10 1 •. ", .. "I'f· III .lIIl1rt .. ,,· 
(1I11'·'Ir. U"Ivl'I'.IIV. III· 
Jllnllll" t nll"'I,,' 
OUr-II' 1111 11111' ;,,;''" ;;-.;11 "l'lIn:,' 
~I'I ., 
I.,·" 
thruU'lh lI'p w.lh,'ul oS I 
• .ro II ~''J~ _ ,fprJrr •• ? {Ill-fo 'lud.1 J.lh r;,·".il'I,"i··t o •• _- ••• _.-
11""111''' U., r 11111t 
Ilm·.II"l_. 
l.l,,·ly 
lid III _ulf. 
V",.y 
".i.1 !!!11i'. 
your\,'I'.,III1'.,IO" 'h~I'I·n'I"~I'·. J 1._ ....••. _._--' _____ - ___ ,_ .•.•• ___ • .,. _____ _ 
mr 1o .1'." )OU( (lllli·,w It'.l'-'II·I\ . . 
ro~, ht'ljl khrn 'yUill nl'I',1 it"" I {firlo lind your "JY·.,i",nd - .. -- -----.-- _·~2 _____ J _____ . _ 4 __ . __ 
(I,~) 
(10) 
(11) 
ID.cl;~;::~~}~j!;l.i(~,.rj·r~:::_~_._·~ ... ·.; .::~~~=~=._=~---__==.:_~.~_~.~_.:...~ .. =-.~= ~-===l~:l.: 
175) ao onrol loti 01 Ih', 
0,·, lo.trly 
___ lin!. 
In\1 'tullon Sl'cund I 
mr-~~1n:~!~il~! !~!iii~~oIr-'------ .. 
In\t Hulton on~ Y('rlr rrDnl I 
I"" hll1 
V .. r,. 
~I,qht 
~!~I~ 
Unrrl toJln. 
rrlllr.lbly 
"1"1£' __ 
Uflf,·rt.ln. 
Prnll.lblv 
!~J __ 
Quil. 
o Good a..fln iI.ly 
~h.!'~~,! __ Y!,_' _ 
s (7S) 
(761 
T771f.,·",jii.ii' iran Ih,,""iii\wu;:,------------------·--------------
niIl--A!~~,~ir'~~!i.l'ihi·i· ~~d:U~·- --.I - 6---ill) 
I1~TJ;;~~1~;·W,:?,ii;J Tri\tl!i;j_i~;;,'_-=. :~ __ ·_-:::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_::::_:·1~=====1-- ----l-----~--- ~- H:I 
loti) (uns'rr to .lImUlI'r In\lltu-
___ 1_'.0'1' _______________ •. 1. 
HOII HUCII 111~ArI do you Ihlnk 
iHendiiiij ·ilii~ \Chr'l'" vi 11 
ho •• In Jour d ••• lo"",rn' 10: 
LIlli. 
or Uo 
~PM.t_ 
.--'-____ "- ____ ~: ___ __"_ _ --"---1I=DOI 
[c.rd ~, (01 I • Z. 2 - Ie. I,D.) 
Qull •• 
811 01 
!!!11"~ 
A Grrat 
D .. lof 
!!'JI.,!,.L 
A V.r, 
Gr •• 1 0.01 
..&.l"'I!!H. 
~:~t.~~:tM::~;.~;~~",,j·,~i'''------· :------~.------- ~- -------- .-: ···--·---~----m1:: h/f-Serlll~ .ill;rndtlvr ill'II1U'---- -- -------. -.--.---.----~----" 
__ o.!..~!":' ___________ _ .. _ 1. ______ 1 1 ~ ~ (IlL 
(18) To ynu 10 q.1 0 
Vrry 
Ih~tmrili. '."!'o~ 
~om .... hol 
y~~portolnt 
Upllhrr 
(1nlnlKlrt oint 
!!!,!.J~I!1.!!.' .t.!l.!1.!. 
'SC)lnI'tlnat 
!ET!!!!.I!!!. 
barhrlor'\ II,...,.'",,? 1 '1 ._.1 ________ 4_ (18' 
rml;, yo'; to ,;,,;;,11 io,i.-·-·-----··-------- "-'--
120J-f~~1~;::~H:~:~f.,hlllS.-.--- ... -.. 1- 1 L--_____ ~_. ____ -!. ___ illL 
S(llOOl .. oppo,rd 10 ,.... I 4 120) 
olhl~r! mr;o,: v;iuloQr;J;li"iir iii""·------
I III ~ ~WOOl .. 0",'0\1'11 10 I 
___ ~!. •. nt" Olh .. .-1 . __ .. ___________ • ___________ . 
TO IIIIAT r IITlIT ho',. p.ch of Ihp Do., 1101 A"ply following iier,on, oncuurdq.d you or 
to oU"nd Ihh 'nstllution! !!2.I_,~I._!,.!,!, 
To t.h'l r_l,.nt 
ARE '00 (lr.lrrUUII of your: 
I. 0 Sm.1I 
-1!!£!!.L 
101 Smoll 
~
To l)or.IP. 
L:!.'.!!L 
fa a r.,,, .. t 
J..! f _~!'.L-
To A r.,. ... t 
-tlltrnL 
To • V.rJ 
Gr.lt 
.!.!!J~ 
To 0 Vory 
Crut 
.J.!!!:!!.L 
1211 
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r:llt .It Iu • "".11 Tn ~I~ To • rirrotl 10 • ftry 
!!!...!!!.~.!!i!!: .. ~~I- --.!...~ r~.!!:!!L .~ ~~!!!:!!!. 
(l1) Old ,nu ... rnl1 in tnllr.) .. 
pr,'U.tr.11Ilry CQUI ~r.'i .n 
hl9h \rhnoJ? 
nii/liid· Yoili ;nii!ii@liiil(.;jj; 
IIrrl'd' .ItOI"Y (ounr'i ),Utl II,}'I" 
rm-'.'·lr'!-.!,!,!'!~9?-_-__ -
J Old YIIU I,nd Ih. collr1r 
pr,pa'ato,y cou,s. you h ••• 
1.ltn dulH 
14(1' 00 youth"lnitiiTi.n·.tttu. 
tlon .. Ill o,,~, lho rou.'.rs 
~nu ",Int to tollp? 
uOyouw:iii-io (o,"piNt 
ICa" ... IC us iqnm",,(S ,.11 i I 
mr.....!!!~ 2~~Lf'!I~~.I.!'!~ !!!",!!r 1 ... - ----
(Q you think thal rllle'i .Ind 
,.qul.lions will \'1m you, 
1I1~ 01 this 'Chnnl? 
1431 Do ,ou thiiillti.ii yuurijrr.;s,on 
lo.tt.nd this \Chool .. as ••• lly 
samra"r f!' l'i''i (P.'. I).. your 
-{;,rrnUl,,"rt ""t vOllr nwn' fnr nilld·rnu We Iii h ••• " ..... - .. -.~-- --- .. --
rpany ft('W aCJ!dcrllc 
. fI,pflrlflnrp'l1 
{4S,wDuliiyoii ·'Ikrtijli...-<iim. 
rf!alh n,.... 'lor I". r't'r"'I"nr,. .. , , {4~i;'; ·y,;;,-·iOiri·lo' .... i·,j 10· "",,~.- -. 
rorf'~Y -!!.!l"'-~!'!!!-;;nnn. -----'-n~ your parrnts WI ng tn 
pay Ihtt CO\t, of yfJur aUcnrt- I 
tn9 Ihl< Instllullon' mn ••• ,oil -n.rit.;., 170m i;nm.--
{4-r!n I.~ • .1'!~\lh!.!'~ .,r.~.! r _. __ ._. __ I. 
9 1.10 you rrbtt "'I.'n~ t 
I IUlhO'I~ l5O/lJO y,;i'-Ih nt 'hal yOilwill 
It.1 out 01 pin. 01 Ihls 
.. hno!? 
mroo-joUCoiiiPliiPti-..Cirt--·· -
I usl9-"U on I, ... ? 
mroo rail ha¥iOiiiS·.de rf5ponSI-
bllttt •• which .,11ht Inlo,lr .. 
~~-l!!U~~'5.~t!.!'~·~·Ir7 __ · 
'yOU fee th,tt )'nur I P. 
Dut,ldt of school .. 
___ ,~!:.!:~,!ul? 0 __ • ___ -
How wouM ynu ASSfSS 
'OURSElf In I."'S of: Y.r!Y _I.!!..,! 
(641 AU tn .11. h"" !'Jnotl lin .. duratlnn tin 
'OU Ihlnl you un gtl at Ihh 
InU Itollon I 
I. Ralh., poo, 
2. hI, 
l, Good 
4. Y." goud 
5. bull ... t 
Nh.tt WIS your parrnt .. ' hl'1hp.\t t .. ., ... ", 
.duratlon? (651 IIo:h" 1.llhr, (66) 
~!;7;;I=h'cl~~~F-·"'::: }-~ 
In;;il;;iPinilq~- .rhoo-I--,----T-
f~.T~!.!!'J!rr----...- 4_ \.tJM:JI'!'.ed co flJP. 
l~~i~~Od9"duit.--_S_---_5_-
d'g,.t 6 6 
167) WhIch 0' tho follD .. lnq ph,.,r, h.n dncrlbu 
you, racl.I,.thnlc 1rnupl 
I. Alro· .... rlun/Ol.ck 
2. IIhplnlc AMo,lcan 
3. Clueulln "".rlun/Whltt 
4. Asl.n IIM,Icon/Oroonul 
5. Oth., 
B. su" 10 In .... ' ~u.\llnns (6:11 I~ (7~ I. 
J 5 
1. 
4 
5 
5 
!!!!! L..,d,u" ~ '''y Hlnh 
1 4 5 
1 4 5 
J • S 3 4 S 
J 4 -5 
] .. • 
:l • 
<; 
'n.lt h lh. p,lml', oCcup.lIDn of "DU' pa,Oftls7 
(6A) 160) 
Bus Inns/P,of.n loool/Hln.g.rlil 
Stftll-p'DI ... lonllll •• hnlul/sk 111M 
r.,. own,r or ",n'ger 
S .. hkl "Pel 0' unsl III ed 
~ol ... plD,.d IIntludlng ,,"""'Plo,.d, 
hous ... If., ,.tt"d, dK.uod) 
(37) 
(JII) 
1191 
140) 
141) 
142) 
143) 
144) 
(45) 
1461 
147) 
14B) 
(491 
ISO) 
lSI! 
(52) 
153' 
IS4) 
lliL 
IS6! 
571-tijf-U~ 
61 
6 
hlh .. 169, 
-,--
2 
] 
4 
5 
Is Ih. 10111 y •• ,I, Inc_ of ,ou, pi'''' I 151 b.for! I .. ~, 
Ind oth., d.ductlon" "" •• Ihln (pl .... ,n" .. ' both): 
10 n5 
170) SIO.1J007 71, 530,0007 
,. T 
I 2 
1m In )OU' ~~Inlon, h.,., hl~h Is 
In.t Ilullon I 
I. '.,y I"" 
2. hl,Iy I ... 
]. H.llhn hl~h 0' low 
th' ~u.JI II, or thlt 
4. hl,I, hl~h 
5. V." high 
PI (~S( (IIEC~ 10 r~r.[ SU~( Yl'U IUlYErI'I SKlrp(o "" 
~U£5"0I15. 
Ihlnk you •• " ",uch fo, you, cODpe,.tlon In fI"ln~ out this 
q~'t'onn.tre. 
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1ST COVER LETTER SENT TO EX,TERNAL DEGREE LEAVERS 
You and I know what it's like to return to college and to also try to 
manage a number of other responsibilities in addition to that of student. 
It's a big challenge! Sometimes our needs and goals match with what the 
college we choose is offering, but other times, they do not. Eastern Oregon 
State College's records indicate that' although you were admitted to the EOSC 
External Degree Program, you have not yet graduated in it. As a fonner stu-
dent, your opinions and experiences in the External Degree are important to 
a study about nontraditional students like us. I'm conducting this study 
about adults as learners in concluding a doctoral program in education from 
Portland State University. The infonnation you provide will be used to help 
improve programs for adult students like you and me. 
Little infonnation is currently available that provides a way to compare 
students who finished the External Degree with those who have not. The only 
way to obtain this infonnation so it can be used to improve the program for 
you and others is to ask--thus, the enclosed survey. In order for the study 
results to truly represent the opinions and experiences of External Degree 
participants in particular, and adult students in general, it is important 
that each survey be completed and returned. It should only take about 10-15 
minutes to answer the questions, and an envelope is provided for your ease in 
returning the survey to me. 
You may be assured of ~2~J8ete confidentiality. The identification number on 
your survey is used for mailing purposes only. The number simply allows me to 
check your name off my mail ing list when the survey is returned. Your name 
will never be placed on the survey. If you wish to receive a summary of the 
study results, write "Copy of Results Requested" on the back of the return 
envelope and print your name and address below it. If you wish to receive 
updated infonnation about the lxternal Degree Program. please write "Program 
Infonnation Requested" on the back of the return envelope, print your name 
and address below it, and I'll forward your request to the office that will 
send this infonnation back to you. 
I'd be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. 
You may use the EOSC toll-free (in Oregon) number, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378, 
to leave a message for me to call you back, or you can reach me directly at 
my home, (503) 963-0678, in La Grande. 
Thank you for helping with this study. I'll appreciate your taking the time 
now to complete and return the survey and will look forward to hearing from 
you. 
Sincerely, 
Dixie Lund 
P.O. Box 777 
La Grande, OR 97850 
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1ST COVER LETTER SENT TO EXTERNAL DEGREE FINISHERS 
You and I know what it's like to return to college and to also try to 
manage a number of other responsibilities in addition to that of student. 
Itls a big challenge! Eastern Oregon State Collegels records indicate that 
you met the challenge and graduated in the External Degree. Congratulations! 
As a former External Degree student,·your opinions and experiences with the 
Program are important to a study about nontraditional students like us. 11m 
conducting this study about adults as learners in concluding a doctoral pro-
gram in education from Portland State University. The information you provide 
will be used to help improve programs for adult students like you and me. 
Little information is currently available that provides a way to compare 
students who finished the External Degree with those who have not. The only 
way to obtain this information so it can be used to improve the program for 
others like you is to ask--thus, the enclosed survey. In order for the study 
results to truly represent the opinions and experiences of External Degree 
participants in particular, and adult students in general, it is important 
that each survey be completed and returned. It should only take about 10-15 
minutes-io answer the questions, and an envelope is provided for your ease in 
returning the survey to me. 
You may be assured of ~omplete confidentiality. The identification number on 
your survey is used for mailing purposes only. The number simply allows me to 
check your name off my mailing list when the survey is returned. Your name 
will never be placed on the survey. If you wish, you can receive a summary of 
the results by writing "Copy of Results Requested" on the back of the return 
envelope and printing your name and address below it. Please do not put this 
request on the survey itself. 
lid be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. 
You may use the EOSe toll-free (in Oregon) number, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378, 
to leave a message for me to call you back or you can reach me directly at my 
home, (503) 963-0678, in La Grande. 
Thank you for helping with this study. 1111 look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely, 
Dixie Lund 
P.O. Box 777 
La Grande, OR 97850 
Enclosures 
MESSAGE ON FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD SENT TO 469 STUDY SUBJECTS 
March 20, 1989 
Last week a survey seeking your opinion about the EOSC External 
Degree Program was mailed to you. If you have already completed 
and returned it to me, please accept my sincere thanks. If not, 
please do so today. 
Because it was sent to only a small, but representative, sample 
of External Degree students, it is extremely important that yours 
also be included in the study so the results can accurately 
represent the opinions and experiences of all students in the 
Program. 
If by some chance you did not receive the survey, or it was 
misplaced, please call me right now (503) 963-0678 or toll-free 
in Oregon, 1-800-452-8639, Ext. 1378, and I'll immediately get 
another one in the mail to you. 
Sincerely, 
Dixie Lund 
Study Director 
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2ND COVER LETTER SENT TO NON-RESPONDENTS 
About three weeks ago, I wrote to you seeking your opinion on the experiences 
you had while enrolled in Eastern Oregon State College's External Degree 
Program. As of today, I've not yet received your completed questionnaire. 
Little information is currently available about how adult learners interact 
with the External Degree Program. I've undertaken this study of External 
Degree students because 1 believe that nontraditional students like you and 
me approach our college studies different from our younger, on-campus, ful'-
time counterparts. ror some of us, programs like Eastern's External Degree 
meet our needs, and we persist until graduation. For others of us, however, 
our needs/interests/time/access do not match with the degree program options. 
and thus, we do not finish. 
Your opinions and experiences are important to' this study and will be incor-
porated into recommendations for program changes that could assist other 
adult students like you and mc. 
I'm writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has 
to the usefulness of this study. In order for the results of this study to 
truly represent the opinions of all External Degree students, it is essential 
that each person in the study return' the questionnaire. 
If your original questionnaire has been misplaced or discarded, a replacement 
is enclosed along with a stamped envelope for its return. I'll very much 
appreciate your cooperation and will look forward to receiving your completed 
questionnaire soon. 
Thank you, 
~~~ 
Dixie Lund 
Study Director 
P.O. Box 777 
La Grande, OR 97850 
(503) 963-0678 
Message: (toll-free in Oregon, 1-800-452-8639) 
Enclosures 
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PACI: I IlF '4-1'i\(;E EXTEI~NAI. IlI\CREE SURVEY 
~ I.D. No. 
Instructions 
A. If yw do not Hili It.· eXlll~t IlllRwer that fits your case, use the OOI? t1~lt mmes cl06e8t to it. 
Pleane III1IM!r all qUl'lltft.L'l by IAlttlng a circle aroulld the 6ingle iUWer that correspoools with your choice. 
B. Please 8IVlWI!r the queslions in order. Ib not skip arourd. 
C. RelDl!lllber, atepH have bf..en takm to I186I1Il! the confidentiality of yrur respoo!leIlo Please be as InEst 
ani romplete as yru can in IUlSwering the questiOOllo 1lvIal you. 
I. Were yw a resident of On:goo all or I!DSl of the LilIe? 
2. Was there a I"l'gfonal wtrmch center provided by either E<S: or another 
caDIIJI1f.ty college or 4-je;lr college/university within 10 miles o[ ywr h:GE? 
3. Old yru take any clll8SW lit iIIl rutreBch center spaI60red by Ea!;Lem Oregon 
State College in either I\..lker. IJums. Enterprise, Jam ~y, Ontario, or Pcnlleton? 
Old you rt'Cf'lve credit th~ any of the following program optlOlW: 
4. F.ooc Port[0110 woooilXlp held in La GrllRle? 
5. EaiC Portfolio wor1uimp held In a location other thall La Grardt!? 
b. tniC Portfolio cwr6e doll<! by tape/wridlook colTellpolkleslCl' IJI.'t""'l? 
8. IndlviduaJized/Correspr!!!lell,:e Sludies through tniC or allot her IlIIitltuLlon? 
9. fn;c ilioperative EdUCJltJun (on-the-Job work experience w/fllcu1ty tlupt!lVlslon? 
1fS II) 
I 2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
10. W;P (College lew) ~~!'!;IlIlItl~~):-:? ______________ ~;-__ -;: 
11. O\allcngl~ by exam u( /uly F.(N; courses? 
12. Hllltary t'Vall~ltl~~=UiC?:::':::,~-:-:--:-_:---..,,_~_-:---:--:,.---:--;:--___ --:,--__ ~ 
13. tniC Weekent CoI1~:11166e8 held ill a location other than w Gr;ukll'l 
2 
2 
14. iUjC WeekeJ"U:ol1..g1.' cl~~ held in 1...1 Grmvle? I~. Credits tranHft!rroo to tUiC fran another'..::;I=ns='t7It.:..U-t":"I,-1II-:"?-----------;----;: 2 2 
2 lb. t:veru~~iY!cl~ d;'!I_~~~ !!!!!:.hll!!~~'(ok on l~ La Gr.!~~~:~~~ !!I_ tlS':, _____ '-__ --= 
17. Credits dln:ct Iy tratlHl'rll'tlod by as; for Bgency--spalHorW tmlning 1".1 
included In ;1 pori folio of prior Il!arnlng (e.g., ,,",rlean Institute of 
BoriUng, NatIonal HatUIt:~~t A8HOCiatlon)? 
18. Old yru focus on l1li}' pnrt1l;ula'::r'-lAJ:':::;:b::;:1ec=l:';a:::r::':es!..:-wh1-:-:-:I;-e-8-C-Clm-I7'J8~t";"!J-Jg-' -Crt-"'-;-;-:\l-o;~t:-._--rd:-;----=----=-2 
yrur degree? (e.g., bJslnL'liB, writing, office 8Ib1nislratlon, science, hiBtOry) 
19. Were yw aware of l1li}' other External IJI.>gree type progr_ that yru cooJd have 
enrolled in other tlvul the one 6)lCl11BOred by Eastern Oref9lll Slate College? 
20. Did yru usually caJt>lete Yllur college assigJllEflta on tille1 
21. Old yru COItil<lt!r trlUlBt"errlllK to IIIIOther 111stltulioo before ~.Ietlng 
or leaving the tniC i::xtemlll lleJ..oree I'rogrllll? 
22. Old yru ever discuss leaving the progrnn with anylllll! other than tniC personnel? 
23. Did you Urn the academic CXJ~tatlOll8 DIlre dlIficult than yw lLk.ed? 
24. Were degree reqllf ma:>nts IMde clear to yru by ywr advisor? 
25. Ib you think any La GrllJlde ~.IH DEet lnga with Program persoont'l should have 
been requi red of you? 
26. Ib you think taking any 6l/UlChlldlzed tl'llts (for eJCIII1l1e, in writing, read I IIg , 
ani/or IIIIIth) shruld have 1x.'t!I rOJuired7 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
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1IDIE 1'111 YI!IIE PAKl'lClPA1'1lG IN n£ EXIJ'JINAL IIDII!Z ••• IIJr 
\1!S 10 M'IUC. 
21. Was a college degree required for cOIItiwatiOll in your cblsen career? 1 2 3 
Did you cut back aI Illy or lhl! following activities: 
28. Paid !!!!IO'llll!llt? 2 3 
29. Soclal activities with frleRIs? 2 3 
30. Alone time with spouse or significant otlEr? 2 3 
31. IbJBeIoort/haie aninlenanre? 2 3 
32. Involvement in children's activities? 2 3 
33. Involvement in civic l"CfI~ibllities? 2 3 
34. Was feedback aI your UIlSJI?lIUlts fmu your course instructors timely? 2 3 
35. What age interval best describes you ~ 
you were particlpotl!J in tre External Degree 
PrograD? 
1. IDler 23 years 
2. 240-35 years 
3. 3fr-44 years 
4. 4~54 years 
5. 55-(,4 years 
6. IM!l' 64 years 
36. Which tel1l best describes tJ-e grade level at 
which you entered the External Degree? 
1. Frest..! (0-44 qUllrter credits) 
2. Sop/Daore (45-89 quurter cred Its) 
3. Jml.or (~IJ4 quarter credits) 
4. Senior (135 or DIlre credits) 
37. What Willi the higIeIt degree you expected 
to receive? 
1. DId mt expect to receive degree 
2. Asaocf.ate Degree 
3. BsccalaJreste Degree 
4. Graduate Degree (e.g., Masters, 
Educational/Medlenl IOctorate, lAw) 
38. For the most port, what type of community did 
you llve in while participating in the External 
Il2gm! Progr=? 
1. 1Iw:al area or fana, l~ miles fran clty 
2. 1'IM1 or -U city under SO,<KXl 
3. I'WilD'1lized city (50,(lX)-25O,<KXl) 
4. &dmban ares nesr large city 
5. IMge clty aver 250,000 
J9, What Willi your high sctool grnde point average 
(on • 4-pofnt scale wlEre 11-4, B-3, (>12, 1)01)1 
GJesa, if you don't reaedlcr exactly. 
I. 3.76-4.00 6. 1.~1.99 
2. 3.50-3.75 1. 1.(XH.49 
3. 3.00-3.49 8. O.IXHJ.99 
4. 2.50-2.99 9. N/A, received a 
5. 2.00-2.49 General Ed. Diplom (<El) 
41. What ~ in your high school ~ claaa 
best describes you? 
1. upper 20% of graduati~ class 
2. in tIE IIiddle 60% of ray gradua~ claaa 
3. lower 20% of graduatiIJ claaa 
4. NIl., received a General Education Diplou 
42. Which atatellEllt best describes your progreaa 
in tIE External D!gree Program ..., until the tiE 
you stopped progressing toward grUJation? 
(include credit recDllUDCllllations aI your portfolio 
esaaYII, if appUcable). I earned: 
1. basically OJ I lEVer really got started. 
2. up to about 25 credits before atopp~ 
3. bel:M!en 25 ani 75 credits before atoppiIJ. 
4. bet.lB!n 76 ani 125 credits before atoppilw. 
5. over 125 credits before st~. 
43. In your opinion, how higJI is tIE quality of fDlC? 
I. Very low 
2. Fairly low 
3. Neither high nor 1,* 
4. Fairly high 
5. Very high 
Using tIE descriptions below, IIIIdl tIE llllller that 
corresplDla to tIE highest educational level of: 
44. Your IIIOtlEr 
45. Your father 
46. Your 8poUIIe = 
(1) I.eaa than II1gh Sdmol 
(2) High School/<El Dipl.-
(3) Poet High Sdmol, ncn-
coUeae vocational 
school t~ 
(4) 5aE Qllle8e 
(5) Q,llege Degree 
47. lkJw IIIIn)' hDurs per week were you employed outa1de 
your home while you porticlpated in tIE External Degree' 
1. 0, did not work outside lIlY IDe 
4Q. All in all, how good an edut'BtiOll do you thint you 
received through Eastern Oregm State QlUege? 
2. 1-10 IuJrs 
3. 11-20 hDurs 
1. unable to judge 4. good 
2. nther poor 5. very good 
3. fair 6. excellent 
4. 21-:xl hDurs 
S. 31-«1 hDurs 
6. aver 40 hDurs 
48. Ibw mmlY children did yoo have li vil1g at home 
with )'UJ while )'UJ particIpated in the 
External Degree? 
O. none 
1. 1 child 
2. 2 children 
3. 3 children 
4. 4 01' IDte children 
49. \btt 1l1li your IIIIIrltal status Wile in the 
Program? 
1. S~e 
2. Harried 
3. Separated 
4. Divorced 
5. W:I.dowed 
so. Whlch atatellBlt best deseri bes your respmse 
to the 8IIlUI1t of time that was required of 
)'UJ 111 a weekly basis to participate in the 
External Degree. 
1. ItJre tin! than I rould JlOIl81 ble gl. vee 
2. It)te time tlal expected, hit 1 fwnd it. 
3. About the IIIIDUIIt I hod CXf'I!Cted. 
4. less time tlal 1 had expected. 
5. lIIIrdly I1lI'J tiDe at all. 
51. Whlch factor below best describes tIE re8BII1 
)'UJ enrolled in the External Degree Program? 
1. Degree 1l1li required in my career 
2. To iaprove III'jBelf 
3. To get a Job 
4. To get a better Job 
5. For the pel'8alll1 chaUCIlgI! 
&. Other 
1IIlLI PMmClPA1'IIC IN 'DE EXJEJaW. 
--. m 1IM1' I!ID!NI': 
56. Wm! you aatiafied with the lmIIIlI: of 
acadeIIic advish~ you received? 
57. Were )'UJ able to URI the nec1!B8II1')' till! 
to CXlIIP1ete your college I18si&JllBlta? 
58. Did )'UJ procrastinate until tre wt IDirote 
with do~ your college I18sigJllBlta? 
59. Were you Atisned with LIE ~ of 
acadeIIic adv1s~ you received? 
Were )'UJ confident with: 
&0. Your study skills? 
&1. Your readf.1!S ability? 
62. Your wrlt1!)5 sbU itl? 
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52. . Which Btatement best describes how your tWcational 
. expen!M!S were fundaL 
1. By &eli BDl/or BpOUBe's employment incoIIIe 
2. Collegl!"1lrovided financial aid 
l. Bri. loanI 
4. Loam/gifts froID f8llllly or frienla 
5. Ellplayer reillllmaelDent progr8ID 
6.GlBill 7. ~r. ______________________ __ 
5l. Ibw IIIIIIIY Idles away ftolD ~ comsmty 01' ~ 
college/univeraity is the home in which )'UJ liwd 
while in the External Degree? 
1. 0-59 IDilea 
2. 60-149 Idles 
l. 150-249 IIiles 
4. 250-499 lIiles 
5. 500 or IDOte miles 
54. Ibw IIIIIIIY miles sway £IOII the la Gnnie C8IIpIIJ of m;c 
is tIE home in which you liwd while particlpo~ 
55. 
ItJt tit 
Ail 
1 
1 
1 
in the External Degree? 
1. 0-59 miles 
2. 60-149 miles 
l. 15&-249 tiles 
4. 250-499 IDilea 
5. 500 or mote llliles 
What WIB the .oat difficult barrier )'UJ faced to 
porticl~ in the External D!gree? 
1. lsdc. of Adequate FiJ1ancrB 
2. Too Great a Distance froID CoUege(a) 
3. lbt FmI@h Time to CmmI.t to Scblol ~ 
4. lsdc. of ~ flUll People in IIY We 
5. tkecpected Peramal/FlIIIily Crlaia 
&. Other 
'Jb • 9Ia11 1b Saae 1b. Qat 'lb.!!!! 
~ ~ !!!!!!. Qat~ 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
&J. Your abilit~ to ~reBB yruraelf verball~? 1 2 3 4 5 
&4. Your ability to cope with stress? 1 2 3 4 5 
&5. Your ability to cope with lEW ac.adeIDic 
c:I1allqea? 2 3 4 5 
&&. Were finlmces a problEIII for you? 2 3 4 5 
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tIIIUt PMl'ICIPATDI: IN 1IE I'.II:mW. !tit at 1b. 9iIall 1b!ae 1b. GnIIt 1b.!.!!!I. 
1IGIII!Il~ 10 I&\T I!IIDG' IN Q!N'JIAL; Ail 
.!!!!!!. Rrt .... e.r.... ~Im!at 
67. Was it dfIficu1t for yoo to ask your 
advisor for help when yoo reeded it? 2 3 4 5 
68. Was it dfIfiaJIt for yro to ask your 
ilwtructors for I1!lp when you reeded it? 2 3 4 5 
69. In yw feel tlE rules SIll procedures of 
tlE External Degree Program inhibited your 
progn!II8 towaJ:d CXlqlleting ttv:! .degree? 1 2 3 4 5 
~ I&\T ~ did each of ttv:! fol~ 
per&mI ax:ourage yoo in p1rsuing your 
college educaUm: 
Ib!e DDt !tit at 1b.9iIall 1b!ae 1b a GnIIt 1ba!!!!I 
~ All e.r.... ~ Rrtmt GnIIt Im!at 
70. SpouBe/s1gn1ficant olher 0 -1- -2- --3- -4- 5 
71. Parents 0 1 2 3 4 5 
72. BrotlErs7Si8ters 0 1 2 J 4 5 
73. auldren 0 1 2 3 4 5 
74. Frlenls 0 1 2 3 4 5 
75. &pl.orer 0 1 2 3 4 5 
1IIIIIt 1111 _ PMl'ICIPATI!I: IN DIM DDt !tit at Sale of IDI: of All of 
_ l!II!IRAL IIGIII!Il ••• !f2!l. All ~ ~'De tile n. 
76. fbi ~ were courses that yoo 
desired to tBke in order to CXlqllete 
your degree offered to yoo? 0 2 3 4 
n. Were the a:urses yoo wanted to take 
offered at COI1III3lI.ent tine! for yw? 0 2 3 4 
Uttle ~ AGnlit !!!!I. ~ ~ ~ DI!al Qat DIId 
Ibr IU:h '''.' do ~ thi.* that putldl!!!lgs 
fa the 11K IIlamlllrgree 1'It«J_ .... m: 
78. ~yourse1f? 2 3 4 5 
79. Us~ interpersmal skills? 2 3 4 5 
IKJ. Seeiq! alternative poin18 of view? 2 3 4 5 
Plesse \J8e the apace below to answer the fol~ quesUm: ''If yru had it to do all over again. wbat wwld yw 
do differently a 'sean! tIlIl! arounl' when returning to college?" 
I'I£\'it amt 10 HAlCE smE 1111 lIMI'Jt'y 9CII'ltJ) IMf (JIS1'I06 NI) HAVE -'!!!~ teiRIIlE I'PJl cp!SI'BII. 
'DIm ,au va:y IIdI for ....,'rtbw thIa.uney. ru- return it In the enclmaI ~ 
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EXTERNAL DECREE SIII~\'rY SIIOI.JTNG WOROrNC r.IIANCE IN QUESTION 112 FOR LEAVERS 
~ 1W 11!1! PMl1ClPAl1lG 1M DE I!m'llNAL IB2E ••• am 
1I!S 10 AI'B.IaIU 
27. Was a college degree required for IXlIIUruatim in ywr chosen career? 1 2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 j 
34. Was feedback m yoor 08sigJm!l1ts from your oourse instructors tiaEly? 2 3 
3~ What age interval best describes yoo while 41. What ~ in yoor high school. gnIIlJa~ class 
~ were I!!!rticil1!!tl~ tn lIE External Degree best describes yw.? 
PnlgnII7 1. upper 2m: of gnWat~ clasa 
1. IDler 23 years 2. in tie II1ddle 60% of .,., gradua~ cla&a 
2. 24-35 years J. lower 2m: of ~ clBss 
3. 36-44 years 4- N/A, received a Gereral EducatJm Diplolla 
4. 45-54 years 
S. Ss-f14 years 
6. OYer 64 years 42. Which atatellent best dl!scrf.bes yw.r progress 
toward gnWatim in tie Extemll Degree l'Eqp'a? 
36. Wh:lch term best describes the grade level at (include credit recolldl.!u:JatiOl18 m ywr portfolio 
which yw. entered tie Exlernnl Degree? essays, if applicable). I averaged: 
1. Freshllllt (0-44 quarter credits) 
2. Soptuaore (4H9 qU8rter credits) 1. less than 6 credits per tena. 
3. JIIdor ('»-134 quarter credits) 2. between 6 and 8 credita per ten. 
4. Senior (135 or DIlre credits) 3. betwen 9 and 11 credits per tena. 
4. at least 12 credits per tena. 
37. W1Bt WIB tie Jrlgl1!.llt deb'T'llC yoo expected 
to receive? 
1. Did lilt expect to receilll! degree 43. In ywr oplnim, how hlgh is tie quality of EXIiC'l 
2. haociate Degree 1. Very low 
J. IIaccalsureate Ilegn.>e 2. Fairly low 
4- Graduate IlPgnle (e.g., Hnstera, 3. Neither h181t IIlr low 
Educational/Medical Ih:torate, law) 4. Fairly high 
5. Very hlgh 
38. For tIE III08t part, what lYfe of commun.1ty did 
yw live in while partJc1I~ltJng in the External 
Degree PrograaI? Ilsillg tie descriptions below, IIIIIrIt tie I'UIIber tl1at 
1. IlIral area or Carm, 1St miles from city correspcnls to tIE hlghest educational level of: 
2. Town or IIIIBl.l city urder 50,000 
3. ~ city (50,~250.000) 44- Your IKlth!r (1) l8Ia thm IUgb School 
4. 9Jburban area near large city 45. Your father (2) IUgb ScIIool/aD Dl.plma 
5. large city over 250 ,000 46. Your 8pCUIe = (3) bt High Sdml. lIDO-
colle8e V'Di:atical 
3!L What WIB your hi8lt school grade point average school tra1n1. 
(m a 4-po1nt acale wlEre 1t-4, 8-3, ()O2, 1)o1)? (4) be CoIl. 
OJes8, if yw. dro't n.'III'IIiler exactly. (5) Collese Degree 
1. 3.7&-11.00 b. 1.50-1.99 
2. 3.50-3.75 7. 1.00-1.49 
3. 3.1»-3.49 8. 0.00-0.99 47. Ibw.aJ)' hcurs per week were yw. .-played outa1de 
4. 2.SO-2.99 9. N/A, received a yw.r rome while yw. participated in tie External Degree 
5. 2.00-2.49 (:t.orero 1 Ed. OipJoaa (aD) 
1. 0, did not worlt rutside my IlIIIII! 
14 All in all, IXlw good an educaUm do yw. th1iK yw. 2. 1-10 IDJra 
received tllrlqh Eastern ()repI State (hl1ege7 3. 11-20 IDJra 
1. mabIe to jl.llge 4. good 4. 21-:J) IDJra 
2. rather poor 5. very good 5. 31-40 IDJra 
J. fair 6. excellent 6. over 40 IDJra 
APPENDIX B 
OFFICIAL STATISTICAL TABLES RELATED TO SIGNIFICANTLY 
DIFFERENT COMPARISONS (p<.05) DESCRIBED 
IN CHAPTERS IV-V 
This first section of this appendix includes tables of 
comparisons between leavers and finishers, presented in the 
numerical order in which survey questions were asked. The 
second section includes tables of comparisons between rural 
and urban respondents, and the third section includes com-
parisons between males and females. 
LEAVEHS vs FINT:;.III~I{S 
:; II H V E Y (~II EST I () N II 7 
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Credit Rec'd. via Portfolio Essays? - (X Axis) 
- - - - 8Y - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number I yes I no I 
Row % 1 I 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 I I 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
I 49 1 63 1 
leavers 1 43.8 1 56.3 I 112 
21.4 1 73.3 35.6 
1 15.6 1 20.0 
1--------1--------1--------
1 180 1 23 I 
finishers 2 88.7 I 11.3 1 203 
78.6 1 26.7 I 64.4 
1 57.1 1 7.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 229 I 86 1 315 
Totals 1 72.7 I 27.3 I 100.0 
Correcled Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contl"grnry coeff. 
71.1) 
I 
0.000 
0.475 
0.429 
Valid calles 
Hlslling cases -
Response rate -
315 
I 
99.7 % 
U: A V E I{ S v s FIN 1 S II E I{ S 
S 1I RV E Y QUE S T I () N If H 
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CredIt Rec'd by Ind. Stud/Correspondence? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leover or' Flnhher -' (Y AxIs) 
Number I yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % I I I 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
I 25 1 86 1 
leavers 1 22.5 1 77.5 1 III 
1 17.6 49.7 1 35.2 
I 7.9 27.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------
I 117 1 87 1 
fInishers 2 I 57.4 1 42.6 1 204 
L 82.4 I 50.3 1 64.8 
I 37.1 1 27.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 142 1 173 1 315 
Totals 45.1 54.9 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
ProbablllLy of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency roeff. 
33. 83 
I 
0.000 
0.328 
0.311 
Valid cases 
HIssing cases· 
Response rate • 
315 
I 
99.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
:-lll I{ V E Y Q (I I-: S T r () N If I "j 
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Weekend College: Non-La Grande Sites? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lpaver or Finiaher - (Y Axis) 
Numbe r yes I no I 
Row % 1 1 I 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % I 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 21 1 91 1 
leavers 1 18.8 1 81.3 I 112 
I 18.6 1 44.8 1 35.4 
I 6.6 1 28.8 I 
1--------1--------1--------I 92 1 112 1 
finishers 2 1 45.1 I 54.9 1 204 
I 81.4 1 55.2 1 64.6 
1 29.1 1 35.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------
ColulDn I 113 1 203 1 316 
Totals 35.8 1 64.2 1 100.0 
Corrl'cted Chi square 
Opgreps of frpedom 
Probability of chance. 
Phi 
Contingp"~y copff. 
20.71 
1 
0.000 
0.256 
0.248 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate • 
316 
o 
100.0 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
J.EflVERS vs FINTSJlERS 
S 1I RV I': Y QUE S T 1 ON if 1 ,'I 
Wp~k~nd Colleg~s: La Grand~? - (X Axis) 
L~aver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Numb~r yps 1 no 
Row % 1 I 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 24 1 88 1 
Ie.vera 1 21.4 1 '78.6 I 1'12 
1 20.2 1 44.9 1 35.6 
1 7.6 1 27.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 95 1 108 1 
finishers 2 1 46.8 1 53.2 I 203 
79.8 1 55.1 1 64.4 
1 30.2 1 34.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 119 1 196 1 315 
Totals 37.8 1 62.2 1 100.0 
Corre~ted Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contlngpnry coeff. 
18.69 
1 
0.000 
0.244 
0.237 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
315 
1 
232 
99.7 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
J. E A V E It S v s F T N I S 1I1~ I{ S 
:;IIRVEY QIIESTIIJN III'> 
Transfpr Crpdlts from Othpr S~hools1 - (X Axis) 
233 
L~av~r or Ffnlsh~r - (Y Axis) 
Number YP8 1 no 
Row % I I 1 
Column % 1 I 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
I 80 1 31 1 
leaven 1 72.1 1 27.9 1 III 
I 28.8 1 83.8 I 35.2 
I 25.4 I 9.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
I 198 1 6 1 
f1 n is he r s 2 I 97. 1 1 2.9 1 204 
1 71.2 1 16.2 1 64.8 
I 62.9 1 1.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column I 278 1 37 1 315 
Totals I 88.3 1 11.7 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degreps of frpedom 
Probability of ~hsncp • 
Phi 
Contfngen~y ropff. 
40.91 
1 
0.000 
0.360 
0.339 
Valfd casps 315 
Hissing cases· 1 
Reaponop r8t~· 99.7 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
I. E A V I·: J{ S v s F 1 N 1 S II E ({ S 
:; (I H \' E Y Q {I EST 1 () N II 1 H 
Focus on Speciffc Area? - (X Axis) 
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 I 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 I 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 57 1 54 1 
leavera I 51.4 1 48.6 1 111 
1 28.8 1 46.2 1 35.2 
I 16.1 1 17.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------
1 141 1 63 I 
finIshers 2 1 69.1 1 30.9 1 204 
71.2 1 53.8 1 64.8 
44.8 1 20.0 1 
I--------I--------I---~----Column 
Totals 
1 198 1 117 I 315 
1 62.9 1 37.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phl 
Contingency coeff. 
8.97 
1 
0.003 
O. 169 
0.166 
ValJd csses 
HissIng cases -
Response rate -
315 
I 
234 
99.7 % 
I, E t\ V E I{ S v s FIN I S II I~ I{ S 
~;lIRVE'{ (~lIESTION /119 
235 
Awareness of other Ext~rnul Degrees? - (X AxIs) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 57 1 54 1 
leavera 1 51.4 1 48.6 1 III 
1 29.1 I 45.4 1 35.2 
I 18.1 1 17.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------
1 139 1 65 1 
finishers 2 1 68.1 1 31.9 1 204 
1 70.9 1 54.6 1 64.8 
1 44.1 1 20.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 196 1 119 1 315 
Totals 1 62.2 1 37.8 1 100.0 
Corrected ChI square 
Degrees of freedom 
ProbabILIty of chance· 
Phi 
ContIngency coeff. 
7.91 
I 
0.005 
0.158 
0.157 
ValJd caaes 
Hlsaing caaes • 
Reaponse rate • 
315 
I 
99.7 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
I. 1,:1\ V J:){ S V s FIN I S II E R S 
SIlRVEY QUESTION IfLO 
Complete Assignments on Time? - (X Axis) 
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number I yes I no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 I I Row 
Totsl % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
I 65 1 37 1 
leavers I 63.7 1 36.3 1 102 
I 24.7 1 86.0 1 33.3 
I 21.2 I 12.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 198 1 6 I 
finishers 2 97.1 I 2.9 1 204 
75.3 1 14.0 1 66.7 
1 64.7 1 2.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 263 1 43 1 306 
Totals 1 85.9 1 14.1 1 100.0 
Corre~ted Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Conllngpn~y coeff. 
59.82 
1 
0.000 
0.442 
0.404 
Valid cases 
Hissing caaes • 
R<"sponse rate • 
236 
306 
10 
96.8 % 
1 .E A V E I{ S v s FIN 1 S II I': R ~, 
~liRVEY QUESTION 1121 
237 
Consider Transferring to Olher School? - (X Axis) 
- - - - bY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number yes I no 
Row % 1 1 
Column % 1 I Row 
Total % I 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 43 1 68 1 
lesvers 1 38.7 1 61.3 1 III 
1 82.7 I 25.9 I 35.2 
1 13.7 I 21.6 I 
1--------1--------1--------
[ 9 1 195 1 
finishers 2 4.4 1 95.6 204 
17.3 74.1 64.8 
1 2.9 1 61.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 52 1 263 1 315 
TOlals I 16.5 I 83.5 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
ProbabilllY of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
58.99 
I 
0.000 
0.433 
0.397 
Vslid cascs 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
315 
1 
99.7 % 
I. E A V I': R S v s F [ N [ S II E R S 
S If R \' E Y Q tT EST [ () N li:~ 2 
238 
Dfscuss Leaving non-EOSC Personnel? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Ffnfsher - (Y Axfs) 
Number I yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 16 1 95 I 
leavers 1 14.4 I 85.6 1 III 
I 69.6 1 32.5 1 35.2 
1 5. 1 1 30. 2 I 
1--------1--------1--------
1 7 1 197 1 
ffnishers 2 1 3.4 1 96.6 1 204 
30.4 1 67.5 1 64.8 
1 2.2 1 62.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 23 1 292 I 315 
Totals 7.3 1 92.7 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
ProbabJlfty of chance -
Phi 
Conttng~ncy coeff. 
11.24 
I 
0.001 
0.189 
0.186 
Valfd cases 
Hfssfng casell -
Response rate -
315 
I 
99.7 % 
LEA V I'; R S v s F 1 N J S II E RS 
SURVEY QUESTTON #23 
239 
Academic Expectations too Difficult? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lravrr or Finishrr - (Y Axis) 
Number yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 
Column % 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------I 26 1 83 1 
havers 1 1 23.9 1 76.1 1 109 
1 70.3 1 30.2 1 34.9 
1 8.3 1 26.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------11 1 192 1 
finishers 2 1 5.4 1 94.6 1 203 
1 29.7 1 69.8 I 65.1 
1 3.5 1 61.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------Column 1 37 1 275 1 312 
Totals 11.9 I 88.1 1 100.0 
Corrrcted Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of ~hance • 
Phi 
ContingrDcy coeff. • 
21.32 
1 
0.000 
0.261 
0.253 
V.lid cases 
Hi.sing csses • 
Response rste • 
312 
4 
98.7 % 
I.EAVERS vs FINISIIERS 
SlIRVEY QlJESTltlN 1i2.!, 
240 
Ill'I',r"I' R"qufll>m,'nts CII'al' hy Advisor'! - (X Axis) 
- - - - »y - - - -
ll.'avt'rs 
ffnlshprs 
I. I' a v I' r (l r Fin I S I", I' - (Y A" s ) 
Nunll>p r Y"S 110 
knw % 
Cui unlll ':; R.,w 
Tnl.t1 7. I I 2 I Tnlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
2 
C"lumil 
TUlals 
I K4 21 I 
I ,').7 24.3 I 
I '10. '> b9.2 
2h.1I lI.h I 
III 
)'>.4 
1- ------1--------1--------
I I'll I 12 I 
'1/,.1 I '>. 'J I 201 
h'l.~ JO.K &4 ... 
hll. II j. K I 
1--------1--------1--------
U'.l I ]\I I 314 
1i/.1I 12.4 I 100.0 
Cur r ".ol,'t! CII I !;I,u.lr l· 
IlPI:I .. I>S ul I ro'I'dum 
2 o. 7 
I 
0.0011 
o.:nl 
0.24 'J 
I' r n bah I I I I Y "r "h ,In (' (' 
I'hf 
Cnnlln)',l'III·V",Hoff. 
V ,II III ,',lSI'S 
H , s sill ~ "it~; P S 
I<,'s 1","St' ra t t' 
'114 
2 
'J'J.4 Z 
LI:AVERS vs FINTSHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION 1/2'"> 
- - - - BY - - - -
1 f'a VI' r:; 
fin I ~ ht' r s 
I." ,. v,' r (I r Fin ish,' r - (Y A x I ,;) 
NUlldll'r 
kuw Z 
Y"S nn 
Co luaul '" Huw 
Tnlal 7. I 2 Tnlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
CnlUnlll 
"'nlill,; 
211 1 112 I 
l".~ I 74.5 I 
:!h.'l )'J.2 
I II.'J I 2b.2 
110 
3). I 
1--------1--------1--------
I 1 h I 121 I 
.1/.4 b2.b 2U'I 
1'1.1 I,U.II I>4.'J 
I 24.1 I 4U.I> I 
1--------1--------1--------
111/, I 2UI) )13 
11.2 I 1>1 •• 11 1011. U 
C .. r r ",' I ,'d C., I S '111.1[ I: 4. U'J 
I J).·J~I·(·'·S .d I I t'pcl,am 
I' r" 1t.1 It I I I I Y II I c,0 h it II to (' ~ 
I'" I 
Cnlll i ul',I'Il. Y ,·u .. ' I f. 
11.04 I 
". I 14 
U.114 
V iI I I d " as,' 6 
foil h~ IIIJ~ ("'illit'S 
1«(':'1'1111:-'" 1.111' 
313 
j 
241 
·J".I i. 
I.EAVERS vs FTN1SIIERS 
S II RV I<Y (~lIl':S T r ON /1211 
242 
Should StandardIzed Teats be Required! - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Flnlaher - (Y Axla) 
Number yea 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 
Column % 1 I Row 
Total % 1 I 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 35 1 n 1 
lravers 31.8 1 68.2 I 110 
24.1 1 44.4 1 35.0 
1 11.1 1 23.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 110 I 94 I 
finishers 2 J 53.9 I 46.1 I 204 
75.9 I 55.6 I 65.0 
I 35.0 I 29.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column I 145 1 169 1 314 
Totals 46.2 1 53.8 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
ProbabilIty of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
13. 17 
I 
0.000 
0.205 
0.201 
Valid cases 
HIssing csses -
Response rate -
314 
2 
99.4 % 
I.EAVERS vs FlNTSHERS 
SIIRVEY QUESTION 1I:!.7 
243 
Ill·,:rl'r Rpqulr"d lor Car.·.·r CUlltIUu:ltlun'! - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lravpr or Flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Numb"r 
I<ow % 
),'"S no N/A 
<:nIUOIIi t.. Huw 
Totill;; I I 2 I I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
2'1 6'1 1 'I 
Ipavt>rs lI.1 114.~ 1 11.4 IU7 
l',.'l. 41.1 H.'> J' •• O 
I 'I. ~ I 22. ~ I 'I.. IJ I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Bb cHili ~ I 
flnlsh.-rs 2 4.1.'1. 4'1.2 1 7.'1 1'1'1 
11,.11 511.7 J "'J..~ h'Jo() 
I ;'11.1 J :12.0 I 4.') I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column II~ Ihl 21, I Illh 
Total9 17." ~4.b 7.11 11111.11 
CII I SII"" rc' 
II.·,: , ... ·s III f rc'rdnm 
1'1"" .• "111 r y "I dlall.'.' 
era nit· r I h V 
Contlll':"I"'Y I' ... -fl. 
7 • III 
'}, 
11.(1211 
U. 1f,II 
(J. 1 ~II 
Valid ("il5('S 
HI ssl n,: ("ilS,'S 
H.-:; p''''s,' r,illi' 
J06 
10 
'11,.11 % 
I.EAVERS vs FINISIIERS 
SURVEY· QUEST10N. Il29 
244 
I: I' ,III (' t' J So (' loti A (' t I v I t I I'" W / ~'r I t' II<I!;? - ()( A x Is) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lrnvrr or FIIIlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Number 
I<nw ;( 
Y"S 110 N/A 
tn IUOIII i.. Ruw 
Tn tal;:; I 2 1 J To l ,Ii s 
----------1--------(--------(--------1--------
1 44 57 /I 
l .. dv .. rs 41l.4 ~2.3 7.3 1UlJ 
2h.3 41.3 1UU.(J 34.11 
1 11,. 1 111.2 1 2. b 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
12') 1 !II ( 0 1 
flnlshprs 2 hO.1 39.7 0.0 2(J4 
7LI ~1I.7 0.0 h~.2 
I 1'1 • ·1 1 2 ~ • 'I 1 lJ • tl 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Cn I umll I 1,7 1 131i Ii ') 1 1 
T,oI"ls '11.4 I 44.1 l.II 11111.11 
eh I s'l n., rt' 
U('~I"f:':' ul lrt'.'.luln 
l'ruh~lhll it Y HI ,·h.lu.'(' :-
Crdlllf"'S V 
t.:nlll 111)'."111' Y , ..... ft. 
22.111 
2 
11.111111 
0.2/11 
O.2hl 
Valid ('''so's 
M I ~. ~ , 1I.~ (' ... S to :l 
I{t,t-puluol' 1.11.' 
C a u I 1 0 II: 1 (' t' I 1 "" II t;oi n" ,Ill (' x I' (',' t t'd I n' '1 u t' n (' y 1,' sst h a II ., 
3J3 
:I 
'1'1. I 4 
LEAVERS vs FlNISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #30 
Rrdur~d Alonr Tlmp w/Spousr/Slgn. Otbrr? 
245 
- - - - BY - - - -
Ipavers 
flnlshrrs 
Lravrr or Fl"lshrr 
yrs no N/A 1 
I 
I Row 
Numb"r 
Kllw % 
Column i. 
Tota I Z I I I 2 1 3 1 To t a I s 
Culu"," 
Totals 
Chi SlllI.IrI' 
--------1--------1--------1--------
~O I 47 1 13 I 
4').5 42.7 I 11.8 I IIU 
]0. I 36.4 611.4 ):'.0 
I~.'J 15.U 1 4.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------
lib I H2 1 6 I 
~b.'J 40.2 2.'J 
h9.'J 63.6 31.6 
36.9 2b.1 1 I.'J I 
204 
6!i.0 
--------1--------1--------1--------
Ibb 1 129 1 19 1 314 
;2.9 41.1 1 6.1 1 100.0 
Valid rasps 314 
Opgrpps 01 frprdom 
I I • I 7 
2 
11.004 
0.IH9 
U. IllS 
Hissing rasps - 2 
Rpsponsp ratp - 99.4 % "roll .• " I I II Y or "',"nrp a 
C r ,I mt- r • ~i V 
ConI 1111:"11,' y ,'0" (r. 
I.Ei\VERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY C)lIESTION 1!11 
I< t' J u <' t' J II .. u S t' w n I' k / Ii CIII'" H a I III t' II a II t' t' '! - (X A x Is) 
246 
- - - - HY - - - -
1 t· .. Vt' rs 
flnlsl"'r,, 
C.lU li .. n: 
Numl>t'r 
Row,:' 
Lravrr or flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
>'" S no N/A 
CUIIlIllU :~ Huw 
Tn',,1 7. I 2 I J I T,,"ds 
----------1--------1--------[--------1--------
Cnlllnlll 
T .. I;J I:, 
Ctl i S'IIl.II" 
411 1 5 ~ J 
~O.~ 
37.2 
fl. " 
Ii 7 • 5 
II,. I I 7. h :'. '2 
1011 
')Ic. II 
- -, -, - - - - - I - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - I - - -, - - - -
I III 1 ~ j I I I 
~I.'j 1 45.1> [fl.', 'l.U4 
1 fl • ., b 2 • II ,1 I 2. " f, " • I, 
J,). I 2'J. II 1 (J. ,J I 
--------1--------1--------1--------
11h 1411 II '112 
',0.0 'l.h 11111.11 
I).~ ~~ r t' t':-' 01 I r ('" d n III 
12. 12 
'2 
O.lItJ~ 
O. I ~7 
II. I'll 
Val Ide., s I' S 
His sill )~ (' .. S I' S 
I< ,''; 1'"11 SC' 1'01 t .. P r" h" h I I I I Y .. I .. h a II (' .. 
t.: ra lilt'" • ~ V 
COlli i IIJ',I'III'" ,·u.-t I • 
" .. II " .. 111.,( "" all t'XI"'('lrJ I r"'I""IIt'y I,'"s 11,,'11 ~ 
'112 
4 
'JII.7 7. 
1.J-:i\VERS vs rlNISJlERS 
S ,I In' E Y Q I' E :-) Till N Ii 11 
HI'<lu("I'd CiviC' Kl'spnnsibllill.·s - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
It'avl'rs 
( I II I D I,,· r s 
Nllmb.,c 
K .. w 7. 
)"'" 110 NIA 
C .. IIIOII1 I. Row 
1',,1 •• 1;, 1 I 2 :I 1 Tlllals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
C .. IIIIIII' 
TOlals 
I 11 I b) 24 
19.1 59.1 21.M 110 
I 7 • I! ·4 3. 0 ~ J. '1 'I ) • 0 
I h.1 '1.11.1 I.h 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 91 Ill. 1 21 
" 7 • ~ 4 2 • 'I. 1 I). '1 2 114 
K2.2 ~7.U 4h.1 h',.U 
JII.9 27.4 h.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 I II! I I) I I 4 " '\' 4 
'II. h 41!. I II,. 'I IIlU. U 
Chi S'III.II ,. 2h.21i 
'/. 
V ,II i d " as('" 
Mis ~ , n)~ ,~,I:-; t"!l II,' f! r.·.·'· "I I I "rd'"11 
I'r .. h,tld III Y III dlan('" 
Cram"r'" V 
CIIIII 1111:"'"' y •· ... ·1 I • 
II. UIll) 
0.21i'.l 
1I • '/.Iii 
f{ .' :-t II U IH. f· r i. l t" 
)14 
Z 
247 
'.19.4 k 
1.EAVERS vs fINTSHERS 
S II RV I-:Y QlJ I':~; T I ON 111!~ 
248 
I "" I r "" lor F,' ,. II h" l' k nil C" II .. ",." T I 1111' I y'! - (X 1\ x Is) 
- - - - BY - - - -
" .. avI'r or .'Inlshl''' - (Y flr.ls) 
Nllmb,'1' j"'S no N/A 
Row ;~ 
C"llImn I. I{uw 
Tlltal;; I '}.] Tlllal" 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
S':I 1 22 1 211 
l ... dvI,rs ')4.1 20.2 I 2S.7 109 
2~.S 411.9 112.4 l~.2 
1'1. (I I. I 9. lJ 
1--------1--------1--------1-- ------
112 I '}. 'j 1 II I 
ftntHhers 2 H~.h I 11.4 1 ].(1 I 2UI 
7/,.,) ·'JI.I I Ir.h I ',4.11 
'J 'J. S 1.4 I. ':I I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
en I II m n I 2 '11 I I. S I 'lit I '\ 1 II 
T "I a 1 ,. II, • " 1 4 • " 1 I. II 1 fill. lJ 
.. It I SCI II,,, ,. 
111'):1 t'PS "I It "",Inm 
I'r .. I,ll h I I II Y "I " hilll ... ,· 
(; .. aml'r's V 
(; n n t I '11'," '"' Y I" ,. r f • 
4 b. ] 1 
2 
II. 11\111 
O. 'jill 
O. ')(, I 
Valid rasl's ]10 
HI~.~~III)~ 1· •• t~'·~1 ~ f. 
1<'·'.' ... 11 ••• • 1'.11" '111.1 Z 
U:i\VEHS vs FJNISllr:RS 
SllJ:VEY QUEST] ON II 'H1 
249 
I; r ,I II,' 1. .. v,' 1 ill E III r a """ I u E x I. II" I: ,..'" - (X A xl s ) 
- - - - BY - - - -
flntslu'rs 
Nllmb,' r 
I<nw i~ 
Lrav~r or ftntshpr - (Y Axis) 
Frush 
11-44 
Suph 
4~-tl'! 
Jlln t •• r 
911-1 JI. 
~; (,lit Ct r ] 
IIH 1 
1 R"w Co Ilimil ;: 
1'" L" I :;,; tIl 2 1 ] 1 4 1 TULOIls 
C"llIlIIn 
TIIIOIls 
Ghl S'III'If',' 
--------\--------1--------1--------1--------
2J I 20 1 ~6 10 I 
21.1 IIi.J I ~1.4 '!.Z I 
~I.I 40.11 I 33.1 20.U 
I. J II • 4 I 1 I • '/ I I. 1 
1(11) 
34.11 
- - - - - - - - 1- - - -- - -- I - -- - - - - - I - -- - - - - - I -. - - - - - --
II J 21) I 113 I 4U 
IU.K 14.2 ~~.4 19.6 204 
4H.'! ~q.2 6h.'I HU.O b~.2 
I.U I I).J I Jft.1 I 12.1i I 
--------\--------1--------1--------1--------
II ~ I 4 I) I h" 'j 01 II 
1 I,. I, I' I 'J. 7 ';1,. II I II. U 11111.11 
nl')~r"'t'h ell 1 ... ·.·<111111 
II.UH 
'I 
Va I I II ('as"'; 
HI, ... III): ,',IIi1':; 
It l' S P n n s .. r ., l f" l'rnh,llt I I II Y ,.1 ,'hOi ,1<'" 
Cranll'r's V 
Con I '11 )',"III'}' C' Ot' f f • 
U. II I I 
U. I tItI 
u. Iii'! 
'1I'j 
'I 
OJ'I. I X 
I.EAVERS vs F1NTSliEHS 
S (I HV E Y Q [f EST I (l N II '17 
250 
III ",I .. o,;! 1I ... :r,·oo Exp.o("! ... 1 t" (lllt.tln - (X AId s) 
- - - - BY - - - -
flnlslu'rs 
Numlw r 
Row ~:. 
Coillmll Z 
Tola I % 
J."av.or or Flnlsh .. r - ('I Axis) 
NUII.- AssnC'. IIS/IIA G I ad. 
\ i{"w 
1 \ 2 I ) 1 4 I -rill a 1 s 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
4 I b \ 'l) II 1 
J.I> I ~.4 I /lJ.K 7."1. I III 
/111.0 I()U.U 1'\.1 ~/I.b '\').2 
I. '\ I I." \ :''1. 'I 1 :'. '. 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 1 U I 11'\ ~ II 1 
U.S 0.1l K'l.7 'l.1I 2114 
21l.0 0.0 bb.l 71.4 114./1 
II.J 0.0 ~K.I 1>.\ 
--------\--------1--------1--------1--------
Cnlllnlll 
Tilials 
I ~ I b I 2 7 b 2 K 'J 1 ~ 
I.h 1.'1 I /ll.h 1l.\I 11111.11 
eh I "'Ilia r,o 
nt·~~rt·t·~;' pi I",' .. dum 
I'rnlt"blll t y nl ("h'IIHO'O = 
Cramer's V 
C" n [ In,:" n,')· ,. (I .. f f • 
I It. ~4 
:I 
11.11111 
0.227 
0.221 
V 0.1 I II ,. o.so· S 
M I ~s III)~ l·,INI'S 
Kt'SPUl1hl' r,all' 
Caullnn: 4 ,o.olls ,',,"1a;1I .111 OO"l'",'l .. d fro"lll,oll"Y I .. ,.,; 11"," 'J 
)J~ 
I 
'1'J.7 % 
I.EAVERS vs FINISHERS 
S II \{ V E Y Q 1I EST I () N II IlIl 
- - - - BY - - - -
I ('a v.' rs 
finisllf'rs 
l. .. a\"·1" Ilr ~'IJllsh"r - (Y Axl,;) 
Numb"1" c .lllllot poor/ ~nodl 
k"w i i"d~~ lair ~xclJlL 
<":0 I nmll I. Rnw 
'folal I:. I '2 j I 1',,1.11,. 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Cnlumll 
'1',,1.,1,; 
hU 1 14 1 1K 
')J.h 112.5 I :1].'1 11~ 
K/.U IIb.7 Ib.K 1~.4 
I I'I.U 4.4 12.U 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
'I 7 IHK 
4.4 ].4 '12.2 2U4 
I I. II :I 1 • ] HI. 2 (,', • h 
I 20K 2.2 "'I.~ I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
h~ 1 21 I 22b I lib 
iI.1I h." II • " 1(111.11 
Cit I "'1" aI'" 12:1.24 Val 1.1 co a~; I' ~; 
U(·JI ...... ·~. ,11 II p.'dum 
1'1 "II ,,10 I I i I V "I " h '''" .•• 
Cr .. m,·r's V 
Cnnl 111/· •• ·,,,·)' ,·" .. r f. 
1 
!I.(llIll 
0.1>24 
II. ~ 'I() 
Mls"llI!: ('.1 s .. ~ 
ltc'!; IlCln ~ ••. ",1 (' 
251 
'II II 
0 
I (III. II <; 
SURVEY QUESTION 1142 FINISHERS 
Yrogrf"SS Towilld (;r, .. lu,llle,n In l'lu):ram 
- IVMS than 6 rr •• /t~rm 
2 1"'lw.-rll 6-8 rrs./lprm 
I,.·.w.·.·n 9-11 rrs/tt·rm 
4 • dl Iraht 12 rrs./t~rm 
Tnt ,II 
HfssfllH rasrs • 5 
R.'spuns,· Ju'r("I'nl· 97. ~ % 
Nllmhpr 
9 
41> 
J1 
107 
1'1'1 
Rar Graph of f·rnJ~r.·~s Tnward Graduat Inn tn Program 
I'.' rt','nt .. I 'fut ill 
Valur Labrl. II IU 20 )0 4U 50 60 
I'rrC"rnl 
4.5 % 
21.1 % 
1H.6 % 
53.11 % 
IIIU.U % 
1U 110 
252 
Cu .. ulntlvp 
----------
4.5 % 
21.6 % 
46.2 % 
100.0 % 
101l.U % 
90 100 
! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! 
Ir.5 than /) ers./trrm 'U ( 'J ) 
***** ••••••• ( 4h 
b.'lWt, •. n IJ-II ('.:./lc'llh •••••••••• ( J7 ) 
at l~a6t 12 rrs./lrrrn ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ( 1117 ) 
SlIIWF.Y QUESTION 1142 LEAVERS 
I'rogrE'SS Toward Gratln,lt 1 on I n Program Numbl'r 
2 
J 
f, 
~ 
Valur LabE'ls 
lIulU' " 
" np to 
2~-15 
: 71>-125 
> 125,' r 
nl'v(' r 
abuut 
('rs. 
r ro. 
st1lrtd 
25 (" rs 
:,>j 
22 
13 
9 
() 
1' •• la 1 10:'> 
Mlssl".~ rasps c 7 
Rr~ponsE' pE'rc~nL· 93.8 % 
p" r"rnt 0 f Tut ,oJ 
o 10 20 30 40 ~o 6U 
Prr"l'nl CUlDulatlve 
------- ----------
:'>2.4 % 52.4 % 
21. U % 73.3 % 
12.4 % 85.7 % 
11.6 % 94.3 % 
:'>.7 % 100.0 % 
------- -------
IUU.U % 100.0 % 
7U IIU 90 100 
! ••.. ! •••. ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •..• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! •••• ! 
non.' • n~vt'r statld •••••••••••••••• * •••••••••• 
up to about 2:'> ,. r s • •••••••••• ( 22 
25-75 (" rs. ••••••• 13 
76-125 ('rs. ••••• 9 
>125"r . .. ( {, 
I.EAVERS vs FINISIlF.RS 
SlIRVEY QUESTION Iltd 
I!.,w 111.:11 Is 'luilllLy III ~:oS(; - (X ".Is) 
- - - - BY - - - -
1.· .. Vt'r s 
(I nl slu'rs 
Numh,'. 
Kuw Z 
Culumn 2 
Till,,. 1. 
e, .. umn 
'1'''1'11,; 
Ch I S')lI,II" 
Lrdvrr .. I flnl~hrr - (Y Axl.) 
v,, r y / 1,1 II I Y 
low 
Itnl II i 
ur low 
1,,1 r I y 
h I",h 
Kow 
I I T .. t a I t; 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------h 1 50 1 45 I I I I 
~_l. 1,4.b I 1,11.7. 1 'l.H I 
11',.1 b:'.~ I 2h.] 11').11 I 
I.'! I~.II I 14.2 I ).~ I 
112 
°l~. 4 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 1 JO I 12 b I 41 1 
(I.~ I 14.7 I h1.11 I 21.11 I 
II,.] I '11.~ I 1J.1 I HI.ll I 
II. ] I ". ~ 1 J'I. 'J I J I,. " J 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
7 I 110 J J 11 I ',K I Oil b 
2.2 I 2~.'1 ~,I •• 1 I IK.4 I IUII.U 
v .. I I d " as" s ] I b 
U,·~rl .. t·s fll I r.·.·oclru 
41>.4J 
] Hlsslll.~ ,'dS"S I) 
1'1 n l" it h I I t I Y n t (' h il n ,. I' ~ 
CrOlmt'r's V 
tUlll I n)· •• • II I' Y ,'Ut'l f • 
II. (lUll 
(I. j 11.1 
O. nil 
I("SI'"""" fal" c 10U.0 :4 
(:uull.,u: l. .·.·1 I!, I"unl.lln .In '·"pl-l't,·L1 rrt·t.I'II'II('Y II·~:. Ih,llI 'J 
253 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
S 1I R V I~ Y QUE S TI 0 N II 4 7 
III.urs!W.· .. k Eml>loyrd OUlsldl' Homl' - (X Axis) 
254 
- - - - BY - - - -
Il'av"ra 
Caul 11111: J 
Numbr r 
R"w % 
II 
Lravrr or flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
1-llIhr 11-2U 21-30 > 40hr 
C.,lumf. Z Row 
1'" •• 11 l I I I 2 I :I I 4 I I & I To till 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I '1 1 2 1 3 I 2 1 2 ~ I 7 & 1 
2.7 1 1.8 I 2.7 I 1.8 I 22.~ 1 611.~ I III 
I H.II 28.& 2U.U 1 1b.7 21 •• 0 J 4~.0 1 3~.2 
I 1.0 J 0.& 1.0 1 0.& 7.9 1 24.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I I I I 0; 1 12 I I II I 7 I I '11 1 
h. '. 2 • ., ~. I, ',." 11 •• 11 4 ',. h ZU4 
III. I 11.4 IIU.II 113. J 1' •• 11 ~!o.U &4.8 
I 4.1 I l.b 1 3.11 1 3.2 I ZZ.~ 1 29.~ 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
C"lumll I II> 1 7 I 15 I 12 I 96 1 11>9 I 31S 
TntalH I ~. I 1 2.2 I 4. II 1 3. II J 30.5 I 53. 7 1 100.0 
thl !Ulilill.· 15.95 VRI I d r,ltit's :115 
Or~ r.-t·n III I r."rdum 5 HIs"lng (-asrs . I 
I' r n It a b I I I • Y 101 "hanC't' . 0.OU7 Rl's"ono;1' ra L.· . 99.7 l-
erum"r's V 0.22'> 
tnnlllll("I\I'Y (" 11(' r 1 • 0.22U 
.. r II" ,00Ill.111I an ,. x I"' .. t "d f 1· ... I' ... n(·y I.·so; l hit n !o 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #50 
Amnut of Tlmp Rrqulrpd fnr PrnKram - (X Axis) 
Lravrr or flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Numb., r > I had morp. as 1 < I had I hard ly 
Row Z avalb but 0 pxprt rxprt I U tim 
255 
Cn lumn;; I K d d I .. Row 
Total 7. I I 1 2 I 3 1 4 1 ~ 1 Total 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 34 1 25 1 42 1 0 I 4 I 
Ipavrrs 32.4 23.8 40.0 1 O.U 3.8 1 lOS 
97.1 22.1 28.0 1 (J.1I 80.0 1 34.1 
11.0 8.1 13.6 1 0.0 1.3 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I \ 88 I 108 1 ~ 1 1 1 
ffntstlrrs 2 ().~ 4].] 1 53.2 I 2.~ J 0.5 1 203 
2.9 77.9 1 72.0 1 100.0 1 20.0 1 6S.9 
I 0.3 I 28.6 1 3S.1 1 \.6 I 0.3 1 
1--------1--------\--------1--------(--------1------
Cnlnmn 35 1 113 I I~O 1 ~ S I ]08 
Totals 11.4 36.7 1 48.7 I I.b 1.6 1 100.0 
Chi S'IU ..... • 
\)l'~rr.·s 01 f r('('dum 
I'rubahl III y of rhanrf' ~ 
Crilm .. r's V 
COlll I nK"''''Y rO"f f. 
78.88 
4 
0.000 
O.~Ob 
0.452 
Valid rasps ]08 
HfsHfn~ rasps ~ 8 
Rpspons .. rate· 97.S % 
C a II t Ion: 4 r (' II s " " II t a i II a n f' x p f' rtf' d f r (' q II t' n r y I c' 5 S I h:, n 5 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #56 
Satisfaction v/Amaunt of AcademJc Advice 
- - - - BY - - - -
~~nv~r or Finisher 
Numbpr nonp 1 small/I great/I 
Rov % 1 some 1 >great 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % J 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
14 1 54 1 41 1 
leftvprs 12.8 1 49.5 I 37.6 1 109 
77.8 1 55.1 1 20.9 I 34.9 
I 4.5 1 17.3 1 13.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 4 1 44 1 155 1 
ffnlshers 2 I 2.0 I 21.7 1 76.4 1 203 
J 22.2 1 44.9 1 79.1 1 65.1 
J 1.3 1 14.1 1 49.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------Column I 18 1 98 1 196 1 312 
Totals I 5.8 1 31.4 1 62.8 1 100.0 
Chi squorE' 
DpgrpPR of frppdom 
Probability of chance· 
Crampr'A V 
Contlngpncy copII. 
49.01 
2 
0.000 
0.396 
0.368 
VaUd cases 
HJssJng rasl's • 
Responsl' ratl' • 
312 
4 
256 
98.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SUI~VEY QUESTION 11')7 
•. - - - IIY 
]~ ... Vt' r!-i 
t i ii I s h ... IS 
Nllmh., I 
I~n\ll ;", 
Cn) umll ' .. 
-r .. l .. 1 
("tlltlllill 
r"I,,1 :' 
t. II i ~. 'II' ,I J f' 
:.:11:1 1 J,' 
" I' ,,' ,I 
~. U lilt" ) : ~ I .~ il l 
!(IIhi 
.!. ., T, .• d I .• 
. , - - - - .. - - I - - - - - - ... , I ., - ,_ ... - - - I ., - ... - .. , -
22 I ~l I 2K 
? 0, I. I ~ :;. ) 1 21' •• 2 I u I 
'I r",. I 'j.',. II 
I, I I II. '. I 'J. I I 
. , . _ .. - - - I - - - - .. - - .. 1 - . - - - _., - I ..... - -, -
I ) :>1, I I ~ I I 
0.; 2' •• tI 74.11 l07 
4. " rtb. ; 
11.1 1 b. 2 
.,----.·--1-- .. --·. 
I • /, 
It;,' 
i'l. I. 
lilt. It f,',.l, 
".1. 'J 
- i - -- - ...... - - ~ . - _ .. - -"'-
.... :.. i h 
1 / " 
. i . I, III" I!,II, " 
Va I I" " .,:",,; 
IJ,'",",·, .• ,It I •• (',10111 N i :.!. i Itl', I.'.t :,I':~ ~ 
t·. I' :. I' ., II !'. I' I ~l I t' I', .,[,,11,1111) .. I 1'1"",," 
c: I .1 lilt I '" \' 
t:" III I II~" It I." \. " UtO 1 I • 
II ,'IU!' 
II. " I ~ 
0.:, ItU 
llJIJ 
I 
257 
., " ,/I I. 
I. E A V E R S v s FIN T S II I': R S 
S[lRVEY QlIESTJON /ISH 
rrorrasllnal~ wl!h doinM Work? - (X AxIs) 
- - - - BY - - - -
It'iJvers 
flnlshrrs 
I.,' ,. v,' r n r Fill I ,;III' r - (y A xl:; ) 
Nurnh.'r "IIIH~ slila I 1/ 
Huw ~~ SIIDU' ) .. ~r.·~l 
C.,IIIIIIII i; Row 
To 1.11 Z 1 I 2 I J I 'I'll! ,II s 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Coilimil 
Tnt .. I,; 
1 2h I ~~ I 22 I 
2~.2 I 5].4 I 21.4 I IU1 
~ ) • ) ) 2. 7 6 I • I " 'I. 7 
Ii.~ IH.U 7.2 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
76 I II J I 14 
.1 7 • 4 ~ ~ • 7 1 6 • 'J :! U , 
/ 4 • ) h 7 • ] I 'J H • 'J h h .1 
1 24.M Jo.9 I 4.b I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
IO:! I 16H I )(, JUh 
II.] 1)4.'1 1l.H 11111.0 
Ch 1 :;'1"'11'" I ~. 21. 
2 
O.UUU 
(J. 22" 
(J. 21 Ii 
V,J I 1.1 1';0 ,.1'1: 
111'': rl"'" 01 I r"t'dom 
I' r fl b .. h I I I I Y fl f rlliI n r (' 
Crilm."r'S V 
(;nlll 111)· .• ·11.· \' " Ut' f J • 
M t "" I "I: ,' .. "f'S 
Kl'~jpnll~'\ r:)lt· 
258 
JUII 
III 
91o.M % 
I.EAVERS vs FINISIIEHS 
S [l RV E Y Q II EST J () N il 'i 9 
259 
Sallsl, .. lillll w/lill,oIlly ,o! ,',,', .. I,'uol,' A,lvl,' - (X "Kif;) 
- - - - IlY 
1 .'avI' rs 
Numb,' r utln.· 1; 01,1 I 1/ 
Kuw ~!. :.Olil~ /l~ fl'dl 
Cnlllnlll k H"", 
Tnt a I 1. l ' 1 'I'" [.01 :' 
---------- 1--------1--------1--------1--------
" ., 
C"I"o;lI 
1' •• 1 ell:. 
I '\ I 4 I I ~. 2 I 
I Z. 'J ] II. 7 1 !, l). I I II .. 
7 h. 'i ~ 0. (I ~ .:. • II 'I!, .' 
I •• ~ I I 1.1 1 1".11 I 
1- -,-----I--------l--------I------, 
4 1,1 1511 
l.U 20.2 /1.11 /11\ 
2J.~J ~1I.11 IS.:! 1.',.1 
I I. 'j I I). \ J ., I. I I 
I - ,- -- - --- I --- - - --- I - - - - - - - - I - -" ,-'" - -, 
11 1 II 2 I ~ 111 II II 'J 
' ... ~ 21J.~ hll.1I 11'(1.11 
C II i :HI , .. I I " 311. Pol .. V.J! i ,I I.' i1~I':; 
i. 4')~ I,' ''':'i f) I ,r"l'du," 
1'1' i, h ,II.; I I I Y .) I d' ;11"'" 
e I Ilnl" r I .. V 
enn'. 11I)lt'U"V "".·t (. 
II.CllllI 
II. '\11 
lJ. 1111 
;-! i ' .. :. iii).!. c.' ,.h,'S 
11) l) 
I 
'11. II .. 
LEAVEns vs FJNISHEr::; 
S I I I{ V E Y CpI EST I () N :f(, (J 
C 1111 r I II I' II (" f' w I I h S I 1111 Y Ski II!, - (X /I x Is) 
- - - - BY - - - -
It>avl'rs 
flnlsh .. rs 
Numb"r 
Knw 7. 
CoIIIOln 7. 
Tot;1I i. 
<:"\UOIII 
Tot,lIs 
1.1' ,I V I' r "r Ff II I sill" r - (Y i\ x I " ) 
nftlu' small/ 
somt' 
I~ r,' .. I / 
»)-~ rf".1 t 
2 I Tn 1,.1" 
--------1--------1--------1--------
H I 42 I 5~ 
I.J 1 311.5 J 54.\ 
IIH.9 42.4 2 Ii.' II 
l.b \3.4 lli.1I I 
lUI} 
'14. H 
--------1--------1--------1--------
I I 57 1 14& 
U.5 27.9 I 71.1> 
11.1 57.6 I 71.2 
U.1 \ 111.2 1 4b.b I 
--------1--------\--------1--------
9 \ 9 ~ \ 2 U ~ '11 '\ 
2.~ I 31.b I h~.5 IUIl.1I 
Chi ~;CIII .1 r t' I 7. It V •• I ill C.I:"'!' 
Uta ~~ r t' to:. nl 1.· ... ·d,.M 'I. ~I i "s I "I', ,',I e"I·~ 
"rob" b I I I I Y 101 C,,' h.1UC' .. • O. (J(,lI H. •• ~ PUIl:,t' rat (' 
c: r .lIn.' I IS V U. 'I. It. 
(; .. ,,1 IIIJ~I'IH' y • "l't I. 11.2 'LIJ 
C,IUlln .. : I ,,'t'll c:ltnl"I •• :. "II t'~I"'I'lC'cI ft'f·C,lIt·I.t·Y II·~: .. ttl.11I " 
260 
'II j 
:I 
I) 'J. I i. 
I.EAVEI{S vs FINJSIIERS 
~;\lR\!EY QUESTION fUJI 
en II I I d t' IlL' " W I I h I{,' , .. I I 1\ )', II h iii I Y - (X II xi,; ) 
- - - - HY - - - -
I.,' a v,' r n r ~. i 1\ h, h I' I' - (Y II" 1 s ) 
Nllm b,' r ~ 01,11 I / 
How ~ snn .. · t'xt f'nt ~xt 111 
CnlllRlII 7.. HIIW 
Tnl.!1 7. 1 2 ) Tnl"ls 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 24 ~3 I 32 1 
Ipavrrs l2.0 4H.h 1 l~.4 IUq 
~4.4 41.4 24.4 14.K 
I I. 7 lib. 'J 1 Ill. l I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
'III ] ~ , q ') 
finishers l 14.1 HI.H 411.'> 2114 
'> '>. b 5/1. I> 1'>. h "'). 2 
~.h 24.11 I ll.h 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
C"llInlll 
Tntals 
I ~/, 1211 1 1]( III 
17 • .I 4 II. ~ 1 4 I • 'J I III (I. II 
ell i S'I'I,I r,' 
lh·t~rt·.·s Itf ("('f'dum 
I'robablilly cd ('han\'t' 
CUll I 11I)',"lu' V cl,,'1 I • 
11I.IlK 
2 
II. lilli, 
II. I ~;h 
II. I KI 
Va II ,I ,',IS"S 
M i h:; i II~ '0 a s (' s 
Itt-SPIlUSt' rill t' 
) I) 
J 
261 
~ 'J. I 7. 
I.EAV ERS vs Fl NISIIE){S 
SII[{VEY QUESTION ithJ 
CnnfldrnC'(' willa Vf-rbal E,..pro·""ion - (X Axl>;) 
262 
- - - - BY - - - -
leavt'rs 
fin I sltrrs 
I. .... v.·r or ~'llIlsh"l - (V Ax),..) 
"rna 1 \ / ).t (" ,. ill >g r'·.,l 
Kuw 7. snmt' I lOX t "Ill .'xtl'lll 
Co \lIo.n :<: 1 Huw 
Tota\ Z I \ \ 2 I ) \ Tnl.d,; 
----------1--------1--------\--------1--------
1 21 1 'J7 1 2) \ 
24.11 1 )2.3 22.':1 1 11)':1 
62.':1 ]9.11 2].11 1~.11 
I II. h 1 111.2 \ 11.0 1 
\--------1--------1--------\--·-----
)11 1 117 1 III \ 
\/.11 I 42.1, 1 H.7 20 /, 
~7.\ /10.4 1 7h.4 h'I.:'! 
\ II.) \ 27.11 \ 2,).':1 \ 
\--------1--------\--------\--------
Cnlllm .. /I) 1 144 1 1011 111 
Tnl"ls :~ o. I 4h.1I ]1. " 1011.11 
e It I S 'III a 1'1' IJ. I 2 
l 
11.11111 
U. 171 
O. I hll 
V;) I i.1 .';, S ,. s 1 1 J 
Ih'}~ r I'.· H u I I r I' .,,1 n III 
I' r •• h •• h I I I I V .. I .'lIa II"" 
CrelDu'r's V 
en .. t 1111:"11.' y .... ,. f f • 
HI,.sl".'. ('.""',," ] 
1< •• :q." II 'd' I,' t ,... 'J'J. I :I: 
LEAVERS VH FINISIIEHS 
S [I RV E Y Q II EST I () N II h!. 
---- In 
1.·.1Vto r s 
f I III sh.'rs 
Nuu,b., r 
({row t 
I ••• ,'," r 0 I 1'111 i "lit· r - (Y (DOl,'.) 
IIflllP "rna 11/ 
5nmt' 
It ['I' a I / 
/g .. ('a I 
l:,l1lI11111 .~ K,.w 
Tnl J I I I 2 I .I 1') n' " I:; 
------., ---. I - .------- 1--,- --- --\- - - ----- I -- - .. - ---
Column 
'1',,1,.1.; 
" I )'1 I 10(, 
2. Il I JI>. \ I to \ • \ Il.r, 
,'>.u 1,').1 2'1," It,. 1 
I \.U 1 12.') ) ~I.;! 
1--------\--------1 .. ----··--1------··-
I '. I 1 ~, I) 
U. J 2 .: • 2 I b , !, 
~J " • II ): •• I I (). I 
fl. I \ ',. I 1"',I1! 
--- .-.- -\------·- .. 1---·-----1 -- ...... 
I Hi, ~ 21 III I 
1.1 27, 1 ., I • I 1,'(1, lJ 
C!:l ."llIiI'" 'J. 1.1. \. ,. I i ol l' .. !o t' ,. 
II t' ~ r " t" !. n f f r f' t.' d n III 
fJrulhllJllll',J ,.1 ,·!I.tlll"· 
Cl'anlt."·!l V 
C.lllli(q~,,·nt'!, ,;cH·II. 
:~ 0." ," 
fl. I 14 
.). I 7 L 
N 1,.,,1111'. ,'a:;,·" 
HI':;"u,,!" .• ' r.ILl' 
CaIICIUJ.::! ""II •. ("CaI.r.,i:1 .:11 ");fJt'l'lt,d (:':"'111111(1 I.·~t. til .... " 
263 
I. EJ\V ERS V " 
" 
FlNlSIIERS 
S\:RVEY QUESTJON i/h'j 
<: .. ,,1 I <I,'n,',' wllh Cupln", w/AI',,,II'n"!"!; - (X Aids) 
- - - - IIY - - , -
Numlll'r 
Row % 
1.1' a v I' r u I' F I " Ish" r - (Y A It i ~ ) 
sma I 1/ 
s onw 
,; rea t / 
»)~ r('.l t 
C .. lllmll ;~ R"w 
1'olal 4 I I 2 J I 1'(lta1 .. 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
L ) 1 411 57 
le3vers 1 2.1l I 44.4 52.!I 1 UH 
100.(J ~7.1 2~.4 "14.1 
I 1 • U I 5 • 4 I 1 H. '\ I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
II I 3b 1 I I> 7 
ff nit; h,' r 5 2 O. (J I 1 7. 7 I H 2. 1 2 (I 'J 
o • II I I, 2 • 'l 14 • h to ~. 'J 
1 (J.1l 1 11.& 1 5).7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
<:,>111111" I '\ H4 221, '111 
TOla1s 1.11 27.U n.1l 1110.11 
Chi Stili .. r t' ) 2. I 1 V,II I" .. II~. t· ~; 
Il" g r,'t' S ,.1 I r"t,dum 2 M I ~~ I",: "'aSl'S 
I'rob"blilly of ("h'ln("e ~ O.{)flO R"sl'nn",' ral .. 
Cramt'r I s V U. '\2', 
CIIIII 1111;,'111' Y 'OfH't r. u. '\(I'J 
Caution: 2 cells ("(lII\;lin an ,'xp"('lrd frrllul'lH'Y Il'ss th,'11 5 
lI1 
= ~ 
98.4 
264 
7-
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION O~7 
265 
IJilfl('ully wiAsklll)\ Ad"j,,,r lco, 111"1> - ~X Axis} 
- - - - hY - - - -
!llIlslII'rs 
N,.'blol· r 
Row 7. 
•. fl1\" ,;"' il : L / )\ r l'..Il / 
>- ~'. r t':: t 
(;(11""111 '.. ~:ClW 
Tn l" I'~ 1 1 2 I j 1 rl.l" I !; 
--.- - -- ----1··--- -"-" I ··-------1------ -- ,- -------
'. ~
e., I uell. 
I :t I 1 ) " 2" 
I \. 'J I, b • ~ I "J. '1 , "'/ 
:' I •• 7 I, H • h J :! • I, 1'4 • n 
II. il I '". I II. I I 
1-········-·-1------····1------··-1-············ 
, '. ~~, ~ '. I /I, 
h',. h "}. h. S "J. 'I :'u,'. 
I ". 'J 5 , •• ; 2 7 • I> (, 'J • ;' 
, I,).'. 1 Il.J I :l.1> , 
1--------1--------1------ 1------·-
1 I IJ 1 1 U ~ I 2 'I I •. \ 
" I • 2 I 'JJ • ~ 'I. .\ I II II • 1\ 
Ch i s'lu;.r,' 42. )'J 
2 
Val i d (' tI :;c:', 
II" ,~ r" .. '; .. \ \:,'" ,I" III 
I'r" ha ,:I , j." ,Ii d •• II,,', 
C r ,I 01"1' ':-; V 
r."II.l 'H)~"IH: Y ('uf· f r. 
lJ. 'IIIU 
U. ,1' .• ':1 
0.'14" 
M i :-.:. II',: ,'i' :.t"'. 
1',,:.p.III:.,· r.1I ,0 
'J ,'I 
:I 
')'1. I 7. 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
S l' l\ V E Y QUE S T ION II fl R 
266 
[) j If j " u J I Y w / ask. i n ~ III ,. I I U" l " r !. I II [ 11 el p - (X A x j s ) 
- - - - BY - - - -
l .. avers 
finlshE'rs 
NUDIIH'I' 
knw Z 
[;IIIUnllI 7. 
TOla I Z 
I,",IV"C "' Finish.,!" - (Y Axl,,) 
ntl.H' sma II / grl'a[ / 
snm.· »)~ r 1"01 t 
Ruw 
2 '\ TOla1s 
---------- --------1--------1--------1--------
C"IUDIII 
Tntals 
cta I S'I"'"'' 
H I 'II I 24 
!l.S 39.4 23.1 10'. 
'1 ..... 0 bO." 
I ;0 • H I II. '. I I. 'J I 
- - - -- - - - 1 - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - I - - - , - - - ' 
\ 09 7 II \ b 
~JI •• 2 )7.H H.1l ~1I1 
1 '\ • II It S. U 411. (J It 'J • 'J 
\',.1 24.\1 I ~.2 I 
--------\--------1--------1--------
1/1111 III \ 40 III', 
'. H. " I 'III. I. I I. I 11111. II 
\ 'J. \14 V" 11,1 ,',,,,,'S 11l~ 
U"~I't"'S ut • I.·.·dnnl ~II ,.,,, I "I: ,'a,,",," I I 
f'rulJ"llj I i I Y col "''''II'''' 
era 01" r 's V 
Cnlllllq:"lIc'y,'o .. fl. 
U. (Jll() 
O. 2 ~'J 
O.22J 
H,'" po,,,,,' I' a I" ') It. ~ % 
.... -.. 1I~' 
Ihurl,," 
~: ~ \ \J " 
r. EAV E R S v sF] NT S II E J{ S 
SIIHVEY QUESTION /J69 
1.",'/1', "' F, Ii I "I,,' l" - (" ,\ ", i " ) 
11(111,' :.01 J 1 1 / 
S I; nlf' 
h r"al / 
)i! 1"',11 
t:nl illllil ;', I{II"" 
Tu l .. 1 ;~ :!)'I III " 1 " 
----·· .. ----1--------1--------1--------1---···· --
I :,2 1 III I II 1 
It·,,v,',·,, 1 ';".11 1 ftl).h 1 1').11 i;ol, 
:~I' . .1 '>').1 1',4.0 14.~ 
1 I. ') 1:1. ~ to. tI I 
1--··_··- .. 1-----·· .. 1---··_· I· 
I Ih) 1 J) 1 f, 
e i 0/ j :> I ... ( S ! 0 II • 'I 1 7 • ~ 20 U ill :, 
/1,./ '.4.41 If .. I, h').H 
1 ',I.:! II. J I I. I I 
1- ··------1·--------1--· - .. - --1-· - .. ----
Cnlumll 
TII.al:; 
207 J 711 2'. :Ill' 
"".11 
eu i :,'111.1' I' 
UI'~~""'''; Id I I t'.',luo. 
l'1.,h.tldlity nf "h,III('t 
C rio.'" r 1:-. V 
CHili Ilq!I'nl" ~'C" 11. 
2 'J. I 
.. 
. 
.'.1100. 
lI.f.I,:, 
1I.40 f, 
Po. I 1 :011.11 
V., I i ,I ,."",.:. 
~I i ~.~. i I. ,', ,'.1 ~ .• ' :. 
1111 
h 
267 
CHI. 1 7. 
I t' ... Vi' IS 
f i I!. sl ... · r s 
C,Julllln; 
I.EJ\VERS vs FINISIIEHS 
SURVEY QUESTION U70 
268 
EIII·nllril':'·IIII'lll 1"101: ~;i'C'II: •• ·/:.I)'.II. ',llll" •. (X Axis) 
II',' - - - -
Nllmbt·r It/a nUll':' 1',' , .... 1/ 
It (l W ;:. s n m t' " g r t';l r 
Col limn Z ~ow 
TIILIi '" II 2 I I Till., h: 
----------1--------1--------1--------\---·-----\--------
'1 
C"I'IIIIII 
'1'111 •• 1:. 
211 
IH. , 
1,1 ... h 
OJ 
Ii •. , 
hi,. ) 
'14 
II. :, 
t,'._ J 'I' t . ' .. ) 
h • 4 \ 2 • 'I III • 'I \ \ I, • I I 
1--·------\--------\----------1--------\--
1 II 1 'J I, I \1, ;~ 
\(1'1 
II,. Ii 
1.11 2.'> LII.I 11').10 2(11. 
:.1 •• 4 ]~.I ~1/ •• 1 II'.~J t,I).1. 
.). 1 I. h I I. 1 I,', . .', 
1 - - - - - - -- I - -- - -- -- I - - - -. - -. - - I - -. - - - - - I - --- - - - --
I Jb I 14 1 7) I IIHl I J: 1 
11.5 I 4.~, I 24.U I 10(1.1 I 11I1I.lJ 
('10 I ';01" " I " :! 4.1 
'1 
V" 1 i" .- ,", (,,, 
Uf'!'.'-'·'-:' ut I rt'l'dpm 
1'1 n b .11. iii.) "J (" II .11"- t' 
Cram.· .. ':-. V 
CUll. t II,',"IIC), ,'ul·ll. 
II. lll'" 
II. 2H I 
II.UU 
M I ~:-. i II g I'I~. (. ~ 
Kt':-: 1'"11:." I a It' 
JJ:l 
J 
'J 'I. 1 i~ 
I.EAVERS VH FINISIIERS 
S(lRVI':V QUESTION //71 
Encouragement (Inlll r~lrllts - (X Axis) 
- - - - "y - - - -
flnlshf'rs 
Numb .. r 
Row % 
II/a none sma II / 
snm" 
I: rt' or l / 
>!~ fl' at 
Col uOln 7. Rnw 
Total i. I U l 3 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
2 
C,.lullln 
Totals 
1 4) I 16 1 211 It! I 
1 42.1 1 15.U I 26.2 Ift.t! I 
4:'.5 29.1 32.2 2'>.7 
14.5 5. I 9. (J ~. II 
1U7 
'14.4 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 ~4 I )9 I ,I) I ~. I 
1 In.') 19.1 211.9 2·J.~ 2U4 
1 54.) 70.9 67.11 7' •• 3 h)./J 
I 17.4 12.5 II).U Ib./ 
1--------1--------1--------1-------,-1--------
1 'II) 1 SS 1 117 1 7U 1 311 
I 'II.H 1 17.7 211.11 I 'l.l.'J IIUU.U 
Chi ~'I UiJ r.' II. SI V,III cI (',I Sl'" S 
0.- ~~ r (' f' S "I I rt'l'dom ] MI!>slng CiISt'S 
"rob .... III. y IIf chane.' O.IlJ) Rc-spolis.' felli' 
C ril nu' r • s V IJ. I bh 
C,,"t I ng"n,' y .. 0" t ( • IJ. I b4 
269 
] II 
~ 
911.4 % 
LEAVE({S vs FINISIIE({S 
SllRVEY QUESTION 117J 
- - - - /IV - - - -
Numb., r 
Row :t 
Lpilvpr or Flnlshrr - IV Axih) 
11/ .1 small/ 
snmt' 
g J' ",Il / 
> ~I." t' a t 
Cell umn 7. R .. w 
Tolal 1 I 0 l J I TOldl:; 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------\--------
I J2 I 21 1:15 :u. I 
l.'av.'rs 2'J.1 I 19.1 I '11.11 ~1I.11 I 1111 
1'1. II ~U. U 'j I. / ~ '" '} 'I'>. I 
I I II. 'I. 1 h. / I I I. I I I. II I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
'ill I 21 1 b'J h '\ I 
fin t Il h t' r s 'I." • b \(1. '1 'II, • (/ \ I • II 'I. U 'I 
111.0 ~O.O bb.) 74.1 b4.'1 
lb." 6.7 22.11 211.1 
1--------1--------1--------1------,--1--------
C .. I 1111111 I 112 1 " 2 I IUlo II ',I 'JI .I 
TOlals 2b.2 I n." I )].2 '!.7.~ I IUU.O 
eh I s'llia ro' I. 'J V" I I 01 '','so's 11.1 
N I " " I n I~ ,',0 S l' S 
270 
II t' .: rl' .' S .. I r rl' 0' d .. no 
"robab II i I Y .. r ,-han,,(' 
Craro.or's V 
.I 
U.U411 
II. I ~) 'I 
U. 15/ 
k 0' S 1'"1"," r a I.' ~ 'J 'J. I % 
CCoIIIIII);O'II"Y 0'''0,11. 
LEAVERS vs FINJSIIERS 
SURVEY QUESTION 974 
E .. ,' " IIr a ",I'm I' 0 I I r n III: F I I" II cI" - (X A)o. i ,; ) 
- - - - KY - - - -
Numl,., r 
Row % 
Lpavpr or Ffofshrr - (Y Axi,;) 
n/OJ 0001' SIII"II/ 
som., 
I~ I t' ,II / 
)J.~rl·at 
e" I umn I. Rc>w 
'1'1110117. 1 0 2 1 I '\'IIlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 21 1 21 I 4b 21 I 
1 .. a vcr s 1 9. J 1 I 9. 3 1 42. 2 I '/. 'I I I U'/ 
h].6 ~~.J :12.4 ll.'1 34.9 
1 6.7 6.7 14.1 h.1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 12 I I 7 "b I II 
flnlshrr~ 1 ~.9 1 1f.4 47.1 l/f.~ 20] 
16.4 1 44.7 b7.b 711.11 b~.1 
I 3.K I 5.4 I 30.K I 2~.u 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
t: 0 I II mill 'I] 1 3 II 1 I 4 2 I '/ 'I I ] I 2 
To I a I s 10. h I 2. 2 45. ~ '\ I • I I I (10. (I 
Ch i S'IU" II' 
Ih'v.rt,.,s of I rf~~dnm 
I' r n 1.0 .. h I I 1 I Y n I .. II a IH' I' 
e; r a nlf' r • s V 
r.:" n I I II,: I'll C' Y ,'ClI' If. 
2/.41 
:I 
0.000 
(1.'197 
ll.lll4 
Viii i ,I ,',1St'S 
Mis ~ , II ii, (0 ,I H t' S 
I{,·~p"n~t· rill t' 
312 
4 
271 
'1K.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISIIEHS 
SURVEY QUESTTON U75 
- - - - BY - - - -
1(';1 v(' rs 
flnlsh,'!"s 
Lrdvrr or Flnlshp( - (Y Axis) 
Numbrr II/a IIOllr small/ MrPill/ 
Row % SClOl" >Mrl'"l 
Column 7. Row 
Tlllal % I U 2 TOlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
2 
COIIIIRII 
TOlals 
20 1 27 1 )';I I II 
21.'.1 1 2t..11 1 n.1l 15.1> 10'J 
I, " • h t. I> • II 'I 5. I I 'j " II 'I 4 " 'J 
1 II.) 1 11.7 1 12.~ I ~.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
'J I I 'II I l'l. h'! I 
I " .1 I .,. 'I I', • " \/, " II 211 I 
~14.4 ~J.4 (,4.'J 11U.2 h~.1 
I ').'.1 '.1.'.1 I 23.1 122,1 I 
\--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 J I ~Il I I I Illt J I ;! 
I Ill.) 111.(, 'I~.I> '1.1.1> 1 I(JO.U 
Ch I s'lua r,' I) Va Ii" ,'"s,'s 
Mis s f II J! ,. a S t' S 
K.':-i pn 11:-. t' r a It' 
11f'l\rrt'S .. I I rr,'d"m 
!'robabll i 1 Y .. I' ,"h;III"f' a 
C ranu' r ':-, V 
CUll I i "1:"11('), ,''''j I • 
J 
O.ou:.! 
(1.21 <j 
U.2I4 
) I 2 
4 
272 
'.111.7 % 
- - - - 8Y - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #76 
Fr~qurn~y of Drslrrd Coursrs O((rrrd - (X Axis) 
Lravrr or fl»t~hrr - (Y Axis) 
Numbpr N/A nonr somr most all 
Row % 1 
COIUAIn % 1 Row 
273 
To t a I % I 0 1 1 2 J J 4 1 To tal 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 40 1 I j I J9 I I b I I I 
ll'avcrs I lb.7 111.91 )).8 114.71 0.9 I 109 
I ~O.O I 92.9 I 43.3 14.2 h.3 34.8 
I 12.11 4.2 I 12.~ ',.1 (1.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 40 1 I 1 ~l 1 91 I I~ 1 
finishers 2 I 19.6 1 O.~ I 25.0 1 4'.~ I 7.4 1 204 
50.0 7.1 I 5h.7 II~.II I 91.8 h5.2 
I 12.8 !I.) 1 1b.3 JI.U I 4.11 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Column I 80 1 14 1 90 I 113 I 16 1 313 
Totals 25.b 1 4. '> 211.8 1 )h. I I ~.I 1 100.0 
Chi s 'I U iI r " 
Ill' 1\ fI"'S "r r rt,.'d om 
"r" b ,I b I I I I Y "f " h a» C' t' = 
Craml'r's V 
Cnn' 1111\"111' y ,'"" f r • 
58.77 
4 
0.0(10 
0.433 
0.3'1/1 
Valid ('ilS"S 
H f SS 11l~~ (",JSI'U : 
Rt~ h l'UUh t" r tll.-
Caution: I ('rl I ,'nlllllilis an ('xpr('tt'd [rl'quenC'y Irss tha .. ~ 
Jl3 
3 
99. I % 
LEAVERS vs FINISUERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #77 
274 
Wrrp Coursps at Convpnlpnl Tlmps for You - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Ipavpr5 
finishprs 
Lravrr or Flnlshpr - (Y AxIs) 
Numbpr N/A 1 none some most all I 
Row % I 1 
Column i~ I I Row 
To t a I % I 0 ] 2 1 3 I 4 1 r" t a Is 
----------1--------1--------[--------[--------1--------1--------
l. 
Column 
Totals 
1 J9 1 22 I 3b 1 IU 1 I I 
36.1 20.4 1 33.3 1 9.'3 1 0.9 1 108 
49.4 88.0 39.1 1 9.7 7.7 1 34.b 
12.) 7.1 II.S I 3.2 0.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 40 1 J I Sb I 9 j I 12 1 
1 19.6 1 I.~ 1 27.S 1 4S.6 S.9 1 204 
SO.6 1 12.0 I 60.9 1 90.1 92.3 I 65.4 
1 12.11 1 1.0 I 17.9 I 29.11 1 :1.11 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 79 I 25 1 92 I 101 1 13 1 312 
7.).:1 H.O I 29.~ 1 31.11 4.2 110U.0 
til I S'I 11'11' ,. 12.2'1 
4 
O.UIIU 
0.4111 
0.434 
V.II 1,1 ,·"S,'S H2 
4 II.·,.. •• ·•·•• .... I 1 ... ·.·cI .. m 
I'rob"hlill y .. I ('hdll('t· :. 
Crampr's V 
C (l II l I II I'. "11" Y " '"' ( r • 
HI:. t. i Il,~ to •• ~; t' S :z, 
Kt·sp"nst· I., l t' = '.111. I % 
Caution: 1('1-'11 (· .. nt.linl' an pxpp('tf'd frpqul'n('y If'5s than) 
I.EAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION i17H 
Iml' ... ·t nn Kllowing VII .. ,,,.·II - (li Axi:;) 
- - - - BV - - - -
flnlshE'rs 
Numbt'r 
Rnw % 
L.· .. v.·r '" Finish.·, - (V Ax;,,) 
lilLI,' snOIf' 
nUnt" 
CnlulDn 4 H"w 
Tnlal7. I 2:1 Tlllais 
----------\--------1--------1--------\--------
2 
CnluDln 
Tntillo; 
'11> I ',1> I '17 I 
'1 , • 1/ :I '} • II 1 I .1 • 'j I 0 'I 
Il.S 41.4 21/.'1 14.K 
1\." 11.', II.K I 
I . - . - - .. - - I - - - - - - - - I - - - -. -. - - - I 
I I] \ ~ 1 I 140 
I b.4 25.0 bll.1> 101. 
21>.~ 511.6 1'1.1 11).2 
I 4.2 Ih. I 44.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 4'1 1 III I 177 )11 
I 1'>.1 1 27.H Sb.'> IIIU.(I 
ChI s'Iuar.· 4'1 Valid r .. sps 
nr~rrrs nf I rrrdnm 
l'rn!>a .. ll; I,! cd ..... IIH·.· 
Cr,i.lmt·r·:" V 
CnntlnKrnry rorl'. 
2 
U.(l1l1I 
U. )<)h 
0.3hH 
~II s s 111/'. "i1S,' ,; 
J("!;I"III:,P r.H 1° 
J 13 
3 
275 
'1'1. I % 
LEAVERS vs f'INJSlIEI:S 
S 1I RV I': Y Q 1I EST' (J N II 7 9 
- - - - BY - - - -
(Inishers 
NumlH'r 
Row % 
Column 7-
Total ); 
2 
C"llIlnll 
Tntal,; 
Chi s'III,n,' 
I.,'av,'r 01' Flnlsh.'r - tV Axi:,) 
II Lt Ie snmt- OIuc'h 
nnnt.' 
Knw 
I 2 I I Tn I a I s 
--------I-~------I---~----I--------
41 1 )j 1 )) I 
)7.6 1 )0.1 1 12.1 
HO.4 )6.) 2".~ 
1'1. I I 10. ~ 11.2 I 
10'1 
.14. K 
--------1--------1--------1--------
III I ~K I Jh I 
4.9 2H.4 !lb.7 
19.6 63.7 79.) 
1.2 Ill.) 43.) I 
--------1--------1--------1--------
:, I 'J I I I J I I II \ 
I h. '\ 2'J. I '>4. h I 11111. (I 
h2.2h V.t I i c.I l a :.; •. ~ 
n"I:"""'; 01 lro'.'d .. m 
1',ob,lblllly .. \ dlallc',' ~ 
CraPlI'r I s V 
2 
1I.0UII 
1I.44h 
11.407 
~I I :.!i i 11)', t'.1 ~j, ('!,) -
Rt,:, .. nll~"· r cll t' 
Con t I "I: I' II (' Y (' 0 I' f r • 
11) 
'I 
276 
'19. I % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTTON #80 
277 
Imparl on Sprln~ A1l~rnatlvp Plh 01 View - ex Axis) 
- - - - HY - - - -
Lpdvrr or Flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Numbl'r lllll., some mu('h 
Row Z n('n~ 
Column Z Row 
Total Z 1 1 I 2 1 3 TOlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 40 1 30 I 3M l 
lE'avers 37.0 1 27.8 1 35.2 1 lUll 
7H.4 34.5 22.11'14.11 
I I'/.. IJ 'J. I I I 2 • 'I I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
, I I I 5.J 1 I ) 4 1 
flnlshprt; :l 5.4 1 :lB.'/. 61 •• ) 2(1'1. 
21.1> 65.5 17.9 1>5.2 
1 3.5 IM.4 1 43.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Colum.. 51 I 117 172 1 '11U 
Toulls lb.) '/.11.1 55.5 111111.n 
t.:hl slluar .. 
Dp~rprH or frrrdom 
I'rnb",b II I I Y 01 ('hann' a 
Cr .. nll'r I s V 
Cn"llnK""~Y ('01'((. 
55 
2 
0.000 
0.421 
O.JIlH 
Va II" ,',lSI'S 
His s I .. ", (' a S t' S 
R"~I1t\II!-t" rat.· 
310 
b 
':Ill. 1 % 
A COMPARISON OF LEAVERS ANi) FINISHI~RS ON 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: GPA 
Varlabl .. uSl'd tn I~rnup ('as,'s - Ll'avl'r (lr ~'IIII:;h"r 
Gr(lup 1 II 
1~ll'avl'rs 
Number of ('asl's 
HE'an 
Varlanrl' 
Standard drvlatlon 
Standard rrror of thl' mran 
Group 2 21 
2~llnlsh"rs 
Numbrr of ('asl's 
Hrall 
Var I iln(,E' 
Standard dl'vlatfon 
Standilrd .. rror of thr m .. an 
T-Tl'st statfstfrs 
.. 57 
a 2.91 
= 0.56 
a 0.75 
a 0.10 
.. 150 
a 3.38 
a 0.27 
,. 0.52 
0.04 
Dllfl'rl'nrl' (Hran X - Hran Y) 
Standard ~r[nr or thl' dlffl'rrn('c 
1- statlslf,' 
fJ.·ltrrrs (If r ... ·rIlClIII 
I'rnbabfllty III t. (Ollr tafll'lI tt'st) 
I'robabllfl.y nl t (Twn lallt-d tl'st) 
=-0.470 
- 0.092 
= 5.U1l7 
- 20; 
~ 0.000 
a 0.1100 
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ANALYSIS OF VAI{IANCE ON LEAVER/FINISHER GPA DIFFERENCES 
SnurCE' of 
Vnrlallon IIF 
8 .. L v.·.·n It rnul.1> 
Within groups 20~ 
TnLal lllh 
Group 
Crnup I 1/ 
Inlravlors 
Crnup 2 ZI 
2 a fin I sill' r s 
AnClva Summary Tabl .. 
Sun, of 
S'IIH1 fl' 6 
72. 2~8 
HI. 311 I 
N 
DU 
H('an 
Squ .. r'-tj 
'.I.llJ 
0.n2 
H."an 
2. '.II) 
) .ltl3 
f' 
1~.HII2 
SU 
O. 1~4 
1I.~ll 
5Ignlflc8n('(' 
1."vo·1 
0.000 
T-Tps! B"tvp"n Gl'nul' ~h'a"s - (Valli.'" of parI' fClr a Lv .. -tall,·d LO·"L) 
Notp: Statistics nil' .. nly prlnLrd If p Is I .. ss Ihnn or .. qual Ln .U~O 
l - 5.U1l7 
p a .000 
(; runl' I 
G .. "UI· 2 
RURAL«SO,OOO) vs URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #24 
279 
Degree Requirements Clear by Advisor? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Numbpr I yes I no I 
Row % I I I 
Column % I I I Row 
Total % I I 2 I Totala 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 181 1 33 1 
Rural & Town 1 1 84.6 1 15.4 1 214 
1 65.8 1 84.6 1 68.2 
I 57.6 1 10.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 94 1 6 1 
Urban 2 I ~4.0 1 6~0 1 100 
1 34.2 1 15.4 1 31.8 
1 29.9 1 1.9 I 
1--------1--------1--------Column I 275 1 39 1 314 
Totals I 87.6 1 12.4 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square • 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
4.72 
1 
0.030 
0.123 
0.122 
Valid cases 
Hissing case. • 
Response rate • 
314 
2 
99.4 % 
280 
FEHAI.E FINISIIERS VH HAI.E FfNTSIIERS 
REVISED SURVEY QI1ESTION 114H 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sex - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 none-l 1 2+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 I 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % I 0 I 1 1 Totals 
----------1--------1---·----1--------
1 71 1 38 1 
Female finishers 1 1 65.1 1 34.9 1 109 
1 61.2 1 43.2 1 53.4 
1 34.8 1 18.6 I 1--------1--------1--------
1 45 1 50 1 
Hale finishers 2 1 41.4 1 52.6 1 95 
1 38.8 1 56.8 I 46.6 
1 22.1 1 24.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 116 1 88 1 204 
Totals 1 56.9 1. 43.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
5.82 
1 
0.016 
0.169 
0.167 
Valid cases 204 
Hissing cases - 0 
Response rate - 100.0 % 
F EM i\ L E r. E A V E R S v s M i\ LET. E i\ V I': R S 
J~EV 1 SEn SURVEY QUI';STTON If/d~ 
281 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sf'X - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 none-l 1 2+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 0 I 1 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 30 1 24 1 
Pemale leavers 1 55.6 1 44.4 1 54 
I 62.5 1 38.7 I 49.1 
I 27.3 1 21.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 18 1 38 1 
Hale le.vers 2 I 32.1 1 67.9 1 56 
37.5 1 61.3 1 50.9 
1 16.4 1 34.5 I 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 48 1 62 1 110 
Totals 1 43.6 1 56.4 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
5.21 
1 
0.022 
0.218 
0.213 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
110 
2 
98.2 % 
HHALE LEAVERS vs FEHAT.F. FINISIlERS 
S lJ RV E Y Q 11 E S TI 0 N Ii 4 9 
Harital Status While in Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 single 1 marr'd 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 24 1 30 1 
female leavers 1 44.4 1 55.6 1 54 
1 50.0 1 26.1 1 33.1 
1 14.7 1 18.4 1 
fe.ale finishers 2 
Column 
Totals 
1--------1--------1--------
1 24 1 85 1 1 22.0 1 78.0 1 109 
1 50.0 1 73.9 1 66.9 
I 14.7 1 52.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 48 I 115 1 163 
1 29.4 1 70.6 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
7.69 
1 
0.006 
0.217 
0.212 Contingency coeff. 
Valid cases 
Hlssing cases· 
Response rate • 
163 
1 
282 
99.4 % 
FEHi\LI~ FTNJSIIERS vs MALE FINTSIIERS 
SURVEY QITESTION 11119 
Marital Statua While In Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sex - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 single 1 marr'd 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totsls 
----------1--------1--------1--------
Female finishers I 
Hale finishers 2 
Column 
Totals 
1 24 1 85 1 
1 22.0 1 78.0 I 109 
1 75.0 1 49.4 1 53.4 
1 11.8 1 41.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------' 
1 8 1 87 1 
I 8.4 1 91.6 1 95 
1 25.0 1 50.6 1 46.6 
1 3.9 1 42.6 I 
1--------1--------1--------
1 32 1 172 1 204 
1 15.7 1 84.3 1 100.0 
6. I Valid cases 204 
283 
Cor ret' ted Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chant'e • 
Phi 
I 
0.013 
0.173 
0.170 
Hissing t'ases· 0 
Response rate· 100.0 % 
Contingent'y coeff. 
FEMALE LEAVERS vs HALE LEAVERS 
SURVEY QUESTfON #49 
Harital Status While in Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sex - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 single 1 lIIarr'd 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % I 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 24 1 30 1 
Felllale Ieavers 1 44.4 1 55.6 1 54 
1 82.8 1 37.0 1 49.1 
1 21.8 1 27.3 I 
Hale leavera 2 
Column 
Totals 
1--------1--------1--------
1 5 1 51 1 
1 8.9 1 91.1 1 56 
1 17.2 1 63.0 1 50.9 
1 4.5 1 46.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 29 1 81 1 110 
1 26.4 1 73.6 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degreea of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
16.07 
1 
0.000 
0.382 
0.357 Contingency coeff. 
Valid cases 
Hissing t"ases • 
ResponHe rate • 
110 
2 
284 
98.2 % 
APPENDIX C 
OFFICIAL STATISTICAL TABLES OF ALL NON-SIGNIFICANTLY 
DIFFERENT COMPARISONS 
The first section of this appendix includes tables of 
comparisons between respondents and non-respondents. The 
second section, comparisons between leavers and finishers. 
The third section includes comparisons between rural and 
urban respondents; and the fourth, comparisons between male 
and female respondents. 
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-RESPONDENTS 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: SEX 
Number 1 Female 1 Hale 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 164 1 152 1 
respondents 1 51.9 1 48.1 1 316 
I 82.8 1 81.7 1 82.3 
1 42.7 1 39.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 34 1 34 1 
nonrespondents 3 I 50.0 1 50.0 1 68 
1 17.2 1 18.3 1 17.7 
I 8.9 1 8.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 198 1 186 1 384 
Totals 1 51.6 1 48.4 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.02 
1 
0.880 
0.007 
0.007 
Valid cases 384 
Hissing cases - 0 
Response rate - 100.0 % 
RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING FINISHERS 
STUDENT OATi\ Ri\SE TNFORHi\T10N: SEX 
Number 1 Female 1 Hale 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------]--------1--------
responding fnshrs. 
2 
nonreapond.fnahrs. 
4 
Column 
Totals 
I 109 1 95 1 
1 53.4 1 46.6 1 204 
1 89.3 1 93.1 1 91.1 
1 48.7 1 42.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 13 1 7 I 
1 65.0 1 35.0 1 20 
1 10.7 1 6.9 1 8.9 
1 5.8 1 3.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 122 I 102 1 224 
I 54.5 1 45.5 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance. 
Phi 
.57 
1 
0.450 
0.050 
0.050 Contingency coeff. 
VaU d cases 
Hissing casell -
Response rate -
287 
224 
o 
100.0 % 
RESPONDINC vs NON-RESPON"nrN(; LEAVI~RS 
STUTlENT IJATA BASE TNf'OI{HATJON SEX 
Number 1 Female 1 Hale I 
Row % I 1 1 
Column % I I 1 Row 
Total % I 1 I 2 1 Totala 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 55 I 51 1 
reaponding lyra. 1 I 49.1 1 50.9 I 112 
1 72.4 I 67.9 1 70.0 
1 34.4 1 35.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 21 1 27 1 
nonrespond.lvrs. 3 1 43.8 1 56.3 1 48 
1 27.6 1 32.1 1 30.0 
1 13.1 1 16.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 76 1 84 I 160 
Totals 1 47.5 1 52.5 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedo. 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.2 
1 
0.653 
0.035 
0.035 
Vslfd caaes 
Hisaing cases -
Response rate -
288 
160 
o 
100.0 % 
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-RESPONDENTS 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE 
Ethnlclty - (X Axla) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Flnlaher - (Y Axi.) 
Number Bla~k 1 Indian 1 Aalanl 1 Hapanc 1 White, 1 Intn'l 1 Hole. 
Row % noHapn 1 Alaakn 1 Paclal 1 1 noHspn 1 1 
Co 1 umn % 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 3 1 9 1 2 1 1 1 274 1 1 1 24 
respondents 1 1.0 1 2.9 1 0.6 1 0.3 1 87.3 1 0.3 1 7.6 
1 60.0 1 100.0 1 66.7 1 100.0 1 82.0 1 100.0 1 82.8 
1 0.8 1 2.4 1 0.5 1 0.3 1 71.7 1 0.3 1 6.3 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 2 1 0 1 I 1 0 1 60 1 0 1 5 
nonrespondenta 3 1 2.9 1 0.0 1 1.5 1 0.0 1 88.2 1 0.0 1 7.4 
1 40.0 1 0.0 1 33.3 1 0.0 1 18.0 1 0.0 1 17.2 
1 0.5 1 0.0 1 0.3 1 0.0 1 15.7 1 0.0 1 1.3 
Caution: 9 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Colnn 1 5 1 9 1 3 1 I 1 334 1 I 1 29 
Totals 1 1.3 1 2.4 1 0.8 1 0.3 1 87.4 1 0.3 1 7.6 
Chi square 4.57 Valid ~asel 382 
DeBreel of freedom 6 HllllnB ~ase •• 2 
Probability of chance . 0.600 Relponse rate • 99.5 % 
Cra.er'a V 0.109 
Contingency coeff. 0.109 
cella contafn an expected frequency lesa than 5 
RESPONDING VR NON-RESPONDING FINISHERS 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE 
290 
Number Black Indian I Aalanl 1 Hepanc 1 White, I Intn'l I NoRel 
Row % noHapn Alaakn 1 racl11 1 1 noHapn 1 I 
Column % I I 1 I I 
To ta I % 1 I 1 2 1 3 1 4 I 5 1 6 1 7 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 I 1 6 1 2 1 0 1 175 1 I 1 17 
responding fnahra. 
2 0.5 1 3.0 1 1.0 I 0.0 1 86.6 1 0.5 1 8.4 
100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 0.0 1 90.7 1 100.0 1 89.5 
1 0.5 I 2.7 1 0.9 1 0.0 1 78.8 1 0.5 I 7.7 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 1 18 1 0 I 2 
nonreapond.fnehrs. 
. 4 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 90.0 1 0.0 1 10.0 
1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 9.3 1 0.0 1 10.5 
1 0.0 1 0.0 I 0.0 1 0.0 1 8.1 I 0.0 1 0.9 
.Cautlon: 8 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Column 
Totals 
1 I 1 6 1 2 1 0 1 193 1 I 1 19 
1 0.5 I 2.7 1 0.9 I 0.0 I 86.9 I 0.5 1 8.6 
Chi aquare 1.06 Valid cases 222 
Degreell of freedom 5 Hisaing calles . 2 
Probllbl 11 ty of chance • 0.957 Response rate . 99.1 % 
Cramer's V 0.069 
Contingency coefl. 0.069 
cells contain en expected frequency Ieea than 5 
RESPONDING vs NON-RESPONDING LEAVERS 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACt 
291 
Nu.ber Black· I Indian 1 Asfsnl 1 Hapanc I Whfte, 1 Intn'l I NoRel 
Row % nnHapn I Alaakn 1 Paclal 1 1 noHapn 1 t 
Colu.n % ! 1 1 I 1 1 
To ta 1 % 1 I 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 2 I 3 1 0 1 1 1 99 1 0 1 7 
~elpondfng lyra. I I 1.8 1 2.7 1 0.0 1 0.9 1 88.4 1 0.0 1 6.3 
1 50.0 1 100.0 1 0.0 1 100.0 1 70.2 1 0.0 1 70.0 
1 1.3 1 1.9 t 0.0 1 0.6 1 61.9 1 0.0 1 4.4 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 2 1 0 I 1 1 0 1 42 I 0 1 3 
non~eapond.lyra. 3 1 4.2 1 0.0 1 2.1 1 0.0 1 87.5 1 0.0 1 6.] 
1 50.0 1 0.0 1 100.0 1 0.0 1 29.8 1 0.0 1 ]0.0 
1 1.3 1 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.0 1 26.3 1 0.0 1 1.9 
Caution: 9 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Co 1 u.n 1 4 1 3 I 1 1 1 1 141 1 0 1 10 
Totlla 1 2.5 1 1.9 1 0.6 1 0.6 1 88.1 1 0.0 1 6.] 
Chi aqua~e 4.81 Valid caaes 160 
D.g~ees of f~eedn. 5 Hilsing cales. 0 
Probability of chance • 0.4]9 Relponse ~ate • 100.0 % 
Cra.er's V 0.173 
Contingency coeff. 0.171 
cell. contain an expected frequency l •• a than 5 
ALL ({ ESP 0 N DEN T S V!-i ALL N () N - I{ ESP 0 N J) EN T S 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORNATTON: r,PA 
Group 1 1/ 
I-respondents 
Number of casE'S 
Hean 
Variance 
Stsndard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
Croup 2 3/ 
3-nonrelpondents 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
T-Test statistirs 
- 207 
- 3.2S 
- 0.39 
- 0.63 
- 0.04 
-
38 
-
3.07 
-
O.Sl 
-
0.71 
-
0.12 
Difference (Hean X - Hesn Y) 
Standard error of the difference 
t - statistic 
Degrees of frE'edom 
Probability of t (One tailed test) 
Probability of t (Two tailed teat) 
- 0.187 
- 0.114 
- 1.642 
- 243 
- 0.049 
- 0.098 
292 
RESPOND1NG vs NON-I~ESPONnING FINISIIEI{S 
S T" D I': NT D i\ T i\ B i\ S E I N FOR N i\ T 1 0 N : G P i\ 
Group I 2/ 
2-responding fnshrs. 
-----------------------------------------------
Number of c.-ases 
Hean 
Varisnc.-e 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
Group 2 4/ 
4-nonrespond.fnshrs. 
Numbpr of c.-ases 
Hesn 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
T-Test statistic.-s 
- 150 
- 3.38 
- 0.27 
- 0.52 
- 0.04 
-
15 
-
3. 16 
-
0.31 
-
0.56 
-
0.15 
Differenc.-e (Hean X - Hean Y) 
Standard error of the difference 
t - statistic 
Degrees of fre~dom 
ProbabIlity of t (One tailed test) 
Probability of t (Two tailed teat) 
- 0.225 
- 0.142 
- 1.577 
- 163 
- 0.056 
- 0.113 
HESPOND1N(; vs NON-RESPONDING LEi\VERS 
S T 1I Ill': N'f n i\ T i\ R i\ SET N r () R M i\ TT () N : C P i\ 
Group 1 1/ 
I-responding lvrs. 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
Group 2 3/ 
3-nonreapond.lvra. 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
T-Test statiatic.-s 
- 57 
- 2.91 
- 0.56 
- 0.75 
- 0.10 
-
23 
-
3.01 
-
0.63 
- 0.79 
- 0.17 
Difference (Hean X - Hean Y) 
Standard error of the differenc.-e 
t - statiatic 
Degrpes of freedom 
Probability of t (One tailed test) 
ProbabilIty of t (Two tailed test) 
--0.094 
- 0.190 
- 0.495 
- 78 
- 0.314 
- 0.628 
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ALL RESPONDENTS vs ALL NON-HESrONDENTS 
STI/DENT DATA BASE INFORNATJON: M-:E 
Group 1 1/ 
I-respondents 
Number of cases 
Hesn 
Variance 
Stsndard deviation 
Stsndard error of the mpan 
Group 2 3/ 
3-nonrespondenta 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mesn 
T-Test statistics 
- 316 
- 4S.4S 
- 8S.1S 
- 9.23 
- 0.S2 
- 68 
- 4S.01 
- 79.72 
- 8.93 
- 1.09 
Difference (Hean X - Hean Y) 
Standard error of the difference 
t - statistic 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of t (One tailed test) 
Probability of t (Two tailed test) 
• 0.438 
- 1.230 
- 0.3S6 
- 382 
- 0.361 
- 0.723 
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RESPONDTNr. vs NON-RESPONDINr. FfNISIlERS 
STUDENT IlATA RASE TNFORHATTON: AGE 
Group 1 2/ 
2-responding fnshrs. 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Vart ance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
Group 2 4/ 
4-nonreapond.fnshrs. 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
T-Teat statistics 
- 204 
- 44.94 
- 79.27 
- 8.90 
- 0.62 
-
20 
-
45.15 
-
68.73 
-
8.29 
-
1. 90 
Difference (Hean X - Hean Y) 
Standard error of the difference 
t - statistic 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of t (One tailed test) 
Probability of t (Two tailed test) 
--0.214 
- 2.083 
- 0.103 
- 222 
- 0.458 
- 0.915 
RESPOND INC vs NON-RESPONDINC LEAVERS 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORtIATTON: Ar.E 
Group 1 1/ 
I-responding lvrs. 
Number of cases 
Hean 
Variance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
Group 2 3/ 
3-nonrespond.lvrs. 
Number of cases 
Heln 
Vartance 
Standard deviation 
Standard error of the mean 
T-Test stltistics 
- 112 
- 46.39 
- 94.51 
9.72 
- 0.92 
- 48 
- 44.96 
- 84.29 
- 9.18 
- 1.34 
Difference (Hean X - Hean Y) 
Standard error of the difference 
t - statistic 
Degrers of freedom 
Probability of t (One tailed test) 
Probability of t (Two tailed test) 
- 1.435 
- 1.660 
- 0.864 
- 158 
- 0.303 
- 0.607 
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L I~A V E R S v s FT N 1 S II E J{ S 
Sf.lIWEY QUESTION 1.11 
296 
Rpsldpnt of Oregon All/Most of Tlmp? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
L(, 11 V (' r 0 r rill I s I\(' r - (\' Ax is) 
NllmlH'r YO's 1111 
RIIW Z 
Column % Row 
To t a I Z I I I 2 I Tn I ~II s 
----------1--------1--------1--------
bO 1 48 
1 (' a v to r s 5 5 • 6 1 4 4 • 4 I 1I II 
]4.~ 14.11 ]4.~ 
I IY.2 I 1~.4 I 
1--------1--------1--------
I I 14 I 90 I 
flnlsllf'rs 2 )~.Y 44.1 2(J4 
b~.~ 6~.2 h5.4 
I )h.~ I 211.11 I 
1--------1--------1--------
COIUIIIII 
Totals 
174 I 1311 "112 
55.!! 44.2 IOll.U 
Cor r ... (' t t'd C II I s 4 U 11 r t' 
U"'grp(,s of frp('dom 
Prob1lblill Y /If ('han('p 
1'111 
ennl IIl!'.O'IU'Y ('ot'f f. 
o 
I 
0.')4':1 
0.000 
0.000 
Valid ('asps 312 
Mf6sing casps - 4 
Rpsponsp rate· 9!!.7 % 
I . 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURV EY QUESTION 112 
Presenr~ of Regional Outrearh Npar You? 
- - - - BY - - - -
L~aver or Flnfsh~r 
Nil III h., , Y"S I nil 
kow % I 
Columu % I RIIW 
Tolal % I 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 SS 1 SS 1 
leavers 1 SO.O 1 SO.O 1 110 
33.3 1 37.2 3S.1 
1 17.6 1 17.6 I 
1--------1--------1--------
I 1 10 1 93 1 
finishers 2 1 S4.2 1 4S.8 1 203 
166.7 I 62.8 1 64.9 
1 35.1 1 29.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Clliumn 
'I'lIlals 
I 165] 148 1 JI3 
1 52.7 1 47.3 1 100.0 
Correrted Chi squnre 
~r~rrrs IIf [rrpdllm 
I' r II It a It I I I l Y II f r h ,I n r p D 
Phi 
Cllntlngpnry roper. 
.34 
I 
0.555 
0.033 
0.033 
Vnlld rases 
Hissing ('asps· 
RI'spllnse rate· 
297 
313 
3 
99.1 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #3 
Participation in Outreach Center Classes? 
- - - - BY - - - -
L~av~r or Flnish~r 
Number 1 yes I no 1 
Row % I 1 1 
Column % 1 I 1 Row 
Totsl % 1 1 I 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 19 1 90 1 
1~8vers 1 17.4 1 82.6 I 109 
1 26.4 1 37.5 1 34.9 
1 6. 1 1 28.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
I 53 I 150 1 
finishers 2 1 26.1 I 73.9 1 203 
1 73.6 I 62.5 I 65.1 
1 17.0 I 48.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------Column 1 72 I 240 1 312 
Totals 1 23.1 I 76.9 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedoa 
Probability of chance • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.53 
1 
O. III 
0.090 
0.090 
Valid cases 
Mlaalng cases = 
Response rste • 
312 
4 
298 
98.7 % 
I.EAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY OUESTION #4 
299 
EOSC Portfolio Workshop: La Grande? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finfsher - (Y Axis) 
Number I y~s I no I 
Row % I 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
I 21 1 90 1 
leavers 1 18.9 1 81.1 1 III 
1 29.2 1 37.2 I 35.4 
1 6.7 1 28.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 51 I 152 1 
finishero 2 I 25.1 1 74.9 1 203 1 70.8 1 62.8 1 64.6 
1 16.2 1 48.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 72 I 242 1 314 
Totals I 22.9 1 77.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contfng~ncy coeff. 
1. 23 
1 
0.267 
0.063 
0.062 
Valid cases 
Missing cases -
Response rate -
314 
2 
99.4 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTlON II') 
300 
EOSC Portfolio Workshop: Other Locations? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes I no 1 
Row % I I I 
Colu.n % 1 1 Row 
Total % I 1 1 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 67 1 44 1 
leavPrs 1 60.4 I 39.6 I 111 
1 33.5 I 38.3 1 35.2 
1 21.3 1 14.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 133 1 71 1 
finishers 2 1 65.2 I 34.8 1 204 
1 66.5 I 61.7 1 64.8 
I 42.2 I 22.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 200 1 115 I 31S 
Totals 1 63.5 1 36.5 1 100.0 
Corre~ted Chi square 
Degrees of freedoa 
Probability of ~hance • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.S3 
1 
0.466 
0.041 
0.041 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate • 
315 
1 
99.7 % 
I.EJ\VERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION f/() 
301 
EOSC Portfolio Workshop: Correspondence? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 I 
Column % I 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 14 1 98 1 
leavers 1 12.~ 1 87.5 1 112 
1 25.5 1 37.8 1 35.7 
1 4.5 1 31.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 41 1 161 1 
finishers 2 1 20.3 1 79.7 1 202 
1 74.5 1 62.2 1 64.3 
1 13.1 1 51.3 1 1--------1--------1--------
Column I 55 1 259 1 314 
Totals 1 17.5 1 82.5 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Prp~sbiltty of chsnce • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.51 
1 
0.11) 
0.089 
0.089 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate -
314 
2 
99.4 % 
L EJ\ V I: R S v s FIN I S II E R S 
SIIRVEY QUESTION //9 
302 
Credit Rec'd. by Cooperative Education? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 I 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 10 1 101 1 
lea v e r s 1 9.0 1 91.0 1 III 
I 26.3 1 36.5 I 35.2 
1 3.2 1 32.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 28 1 176 1 
finishers 2 1 13.7 1 86.3 1 204 
1 73.7 1 63.5 1 64.8 
1 8.9 1 55.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 38 1 277 1 315 
Totsls 1 12.1 1 87.9 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probsbility of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
1.09 
1 
0.295 
0.059 
0.059 
Valid cases 
Hfssing csses • 
Response rate • 
31.5 
1 
99.7 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
S U RV E Y QUE S T ION 111 0 
Credit Rec'd. by CLEP1 - (X Axis) 
303 
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axia) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Coluan % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 I 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 7 1 lOS 1 
leavera 1 6.3 1 93.8 1 112 
1 21.2 1 37.1 1 3S.4 
1 2.2 1 33.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 26 1 178 1 
finishera 2 1 12.7 1 87.3 1 204 
1 78.8 1 62.9 1 64.6 
1 8.2 1 S6.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 33 1 283 1 316 
Totals 1 10.4 1 89.6 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.6 
I 
0.107 
0.091 
0.090 
Valid cases 316 
"ilaing caaes· 0 
Reaponse rate· 100.0 Z 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QlIl~STrON 1/11 
304 
Credit Rec'd. by Course Challenges? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 3 1 109 1 
leavers 1 2.7 1 97.3 1 112 
I 33.3 1 35.6 1 35.6 
I 1.0 1 34.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
I 6 1 197 1 
finishers 2 1 3.0 1 97.0 1 203 
1 66.7 1 64.4 1 64.4 
1 1.9 1 62.5 1 1--------1--------1--------
Column I 9 1 306 1 315 
Totals 1 2.9 1 97.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
!'hi 
Contingency coeff. 
.04 
1 
0.832 
0.011 
0.011 
Valtd caaes 
Hiasing casl'S -
Response rate -
Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than 5 
315 
1 
99.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #12 
305 
Credit Rec'd by Hilitary Evsluation? - (X Axi.) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Ffnfsher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 I 2 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 13 1 98 1 
leavers 1 11.7 I 88.3 I III 
1 25.5 I 37.3 I 35.4 
I 4.1 I 31.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 38 1 165 I 
finishers 2 I 18.7 I 81.3 I 203 
1 74.S I 62.7 I 64.6 
1 12.1 I 52.5 1 
1--------1--------1--------Column I 51 1 263 I 314 
Totals 1 16.2 I 83.8 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probsbillty of chsnce • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.1 
1 
0.147 
0.082 
0.082 
VaUd cases 
Hissing case •• 
Response rate .. 
314 
2 
99.4 Z 
J.EAVERS vs F1NTSIIERS 
SIJRVEY ,}UESTTON 1/16 
306 
Evening/Daytime Classes at La Grande? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axla) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Coluan % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 5 1 106 1 
leavers 1 4.5 1 95.5 1 111 
1 17.2 1 37.1 35.2 
1 1.6 1 33.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 24 1 180 1 
ftnishers 2 1 11.8 1 88.2 1 204 
1 82.8 1 62.9 1 64.8 
1 7.6 1 57.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 29 1 286 1 315 
Totals I 9.2 1 90.8 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
3.7 
I 
0.054 
0.1011 
0.108 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Responae rate • 
315 
1 
99.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #17 
Agency-Sponsored Training on Transcript? 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher 
Number I yes I no I 
Row % I I 1 
Column % I I 1 Row 
Total % I 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------I 10 1 96 1 
le.vera I 9.4 1 90.6 1 106 1 25.6 1 35.7 1 34.4 
1 3.2 1 31.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------I 29 1 173 1 
finiahera 2 1 14.4 1 85.6 1 202 
I 74.4 1 64.3 I 65.6 
I 9.4 I 56.2 I 
1--------1--------1--------Column 1 39 1 269 I 308 
Totals 1 12.7 1 87.3 I 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedo. = 
Probability of chance • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
1.11 
1 
0.292 
0.060 
0.060 
Valid cases 
MiSSing csses co 
Response rate • 
308 
8 
307 
97.5 % 
LEAVERS vs FJNTSIIEHS 
SURVEY' QlIl~STr()N' IUH 
R~durrd Paid Employmrnt? - (X Axl~) 
- - - - uy - - - -
Numb~f 
R"w ;:: 
LpaVPf Of Flnl.hrr - (Y Axis) 
y~s no N/A 
C"lumn I., KIIW 
'Colal 'Z 'l) 1 Tnlals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 6 / 95 / 7 / 
If'avt'rs ).h 1 118.0 / b.~ I 101\ 
20.0 35.6 53.8 )4.8 
I." In. h 'I. '\ I 
1--,------1--------1--------1--------
24 I 112 I II I 
finlshf'fs 2 11.9 85.11 'l.O 202 
80.n h4.4 1 4h.2 b5.2 
I 7.7 / 55.5 / 1.9 I 
1--------1--------/--------/--------
C"lumn I 'Ill 1 267 I IJ J10 
'1',,1,11,; ').7 I I\b.1 1 4.'l. IOU.1I 
Chi 6'll1illP 5.04 V il I I II " as,' 6 J I 0 
MINhlll~ ,'iIS,"S b 
308 
(}(·.~rt·.tH of 1 rto.-dnm 
I'I'!' bil b I I I I Y "I "'iii 11<'" 
Crillll,'r 1 s V 
Cnnlllll\"lH'Y ,'orff. 
2 
11.(11\11 
O. 1'l.!1 
0.126 
K""I'"n",' rill" - '.111.1 4 
C a II tin n: I ('" 1 I "0 n [ ,II II t; alit' l< I'r c [ ~ d I' r "'III t' II" Y I I' s" I II illl ~ 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #32 
R~dur~d Involvem~nl w/Chlldr~"? - (X Axis) 
L~avpr or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Numbf'r yrs no NI A 1 
Row % 1 
Column % 1 Row 
Total % I I 1 2 I 3 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
2H I 5H I 24 1 
leavers 25.5152.7121.8 I IIU 
31.1 1 36.3 38.7 1 35.3 
I 9.U 1 111.6 1 7.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
62 1 102 1 311 I 
finishers 2 30.7 1 50.5 1 111.11 I 202 
6H.9 63.11 1 61.3 1 64.7 
I 19.9 1·32.7 I 12.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 90 1 160 1 62 I )12 
Totals 211.11 I 51.:1 I 19.9 I 100.11 
Chi squarf' 1.07 Valid rasps 312 
309 
Ilf'r, ro'rs n I f rrrd nm 
rrnb~hlilly nl rhanr~ 
Cramrr's V 
Contlngrnry rorrr. 
2 
U.~H5 
0.059 
0.0511 
HlsHlng rasps· 4 
R~spo"Hr ralr· 96.7 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #35 
Agr Interval While Participating In Drgrec 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lravpr or Flnlshpr 
Numbrr 24-35 36-44 1 45-54 55 & 
Row Z ypars ypars I yparR oldrr 
Column Z I Row 
Total Z I I I 2 1 3 I 4 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 29 I 37 1 30 I 14 
leavers 26.4 1 33.6 1 27.3 I 12.7 110 
311.2 t 27.6 I 41.7 I 41.11 15.0 
1 9.2 I 11.11 I 9.6 1 4.~ I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
47 I 97 1 42 1 18 1 
ffnfsh~rs 2 23.0 1 47.5 20.6 J H.M I 204 
61.11 72.4 58.3 56.) I 65.0 
1 15.0 I 30.9 1 13.4 1 5.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 76 1 134 1 72 I 32 I 314 
Totals 24.2 1 42.7 I 22.9 I 10.2 1 100.0 
Chi squar.-
I)pj\rro-s 01 r r .... dom 
~robabl Illy or rhanrr • 
Cram('r's V 
Contlngenry co('ff. 
6.02 
3 
O. I I II 
O. 1311 
0.137 
Valid rases 
Hlllslng casl's .. 
Rrsponsp rat I' 
314 
2 
310 
99.4 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #39 
"Igh Srhool erA - (X Axl~) 
Lravv( or FInisher - (Y AxIs) 
311 
Numbpr J.lb- ).~O- ].00- 2.~0- 2.00- I.~O- 1 NA/cE 
Kow % 4.00 ).1~ ).49 2.99 2.49 1.99 1 
Column % 1 
To t" I % I I 2 1 ) I I, I ~ 1 I. 1 7 
----------1--------[--------[--------1--------[--------1--------1------
I 22 1 [b 1 J5 I 22 1 12 [ I 1 ) 
Ipav~rs [19.M 14.4 1 ]I.~ I 19.8 [ 10.8 1 0.9 1 2.7 
44.9 27.6 ]].1 3b.7 ]].3 1 ]).) J 15.0 
[ 7.0 1 ~.I 1 11.1 1 7.0 [ 1.fI 1 0.) 1 1.0 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 27 1 42 1 69 1 'I H [ 24 1 2 1 I 
(Inlflht'rll 7. I 11.1 [ 211.7 I 14.(1 1 IH.7 I II.H I I.n II.~ 
~~ •• I 72. 4 "". 'I " I. 1 h h. I I.". I 2 ~ • 0 
I II." 113.4 I 22.0112.1 I 7.b I O.b 1 0.) 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Co I umn I 49 1 5H I 104 1 bO 1 J6 I ) 1 4 
rnlal" 1~.6 I III.) I n.1 I 1'1.1 I II.~ I 1.0 I 1.1 
1:1 .. Hqu.lr,' 
Ur~r~~~ ,If rr'c~dom 
I'robiObllll y ,,( "'".n('(' ,. 
CrnIDPr't; V 
e"ull UI:(,Il(,Y ('o('r r. 
6.48 
6 
Il. 371 
0.144 
0.142 
Valid (,1ISP" 
Hiss f n,~ (·.It ... ·s • 
K ... ~pnllsr l'al (- • 
CUUllnn: 4 t·(OIIN ("Iull.t'li itll t·xl'.· .. ·lt·d rr.oquto.u·y If'ss thtJlI ~ 
114 
2 
99.4 % 
U:AVERS vs FINTSIII':RS 
SIIINEY QUESTION 1I/~1 
lIi~:h Sl'hon1 Kallkln!: - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
NIIDlbl'r 
Kow 7. 
uppi'r 
2U% 
middle 
bU7. 
1 OWi' r 
lU7. 
NA/la:u 
Co111mn 7. Kow 
To tal 7. 2 I 3 I 4 1 To t a I s 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 ')11 1 44 4 ') 
l('avt'rs 52.3 39.b Job 4.~ III 
34.1 ,'J5.2 44.4 )U.U 35.4 
111.5 I 14.0 I.J I I.h 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 112 1 81 1) ) 1 
flnlsht'I'S 2 1 5).2 1 39.9 J 2.5 2.~ 2(13 
I b5.9 1 b4.11 I 5S.b ~U.U b4.b 
I 15.7 1 25.11 1 I.b 1 l.b 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 17U 1 125 9 I IU 114 
Tntals 'i4.1 I )9.11 2.'1 1 :1.2 I IUII.U 
Chi ~'III.I r (' 1. II V" Ii" 'Oil!'lrs 
I\e 1\ r "i' S nl l ("('Iodum '\ Mis ~ Inl: f.°ast'!i 
Probilbl I i I Y of l'hanl''' = U. 7 1 (J Ki'sl'onS(' ratt' 
Cr,i.lml·r·~ V 0. ()l,b 
e""1 i I,,: "Ill' y ('" .. II. (J.III>1. 
Caution: 2 ('('lls ('IInl;alli ;111 I'XPI,(,t('d frt'(llIt'n,'y I,',.~ I h,," ) 
312 
:114 
2 
9'.1.4 7. 
LEAVERS vs FTNJSIIERS 
S 11 RV E Y QUE S TT () N 1/1, It 
1I11:h .. sl Edu("atlon .. 1 l."v,·I: Hu,l ... r - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Numb .. r 
Rnw 7. 
Lrdvpr ur Flnlshpr - (Y Axis) 
, II. S. HS/GIW Post 
HS!rn.: 
Sum," 
CII ... :,· 
ell,'!:" 
11"1: r ... · 
Column Z Row 
1'olal :1. 1 2 I ) I 4 J ~ I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 29 I 41 1 In 1 Il I 17 
1 .. a v,· r s 2 h. 6 H. II 'I '/ J I. II I ~ • h 11l'1 
1".7 J2.3 29.4 Jl.~ 41.~ '14.11 
I 9. ) 1 1 3. 1 ) • 2 II • II I ~ • 4 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1-------- --------
',u Kf. I :!/. ~IU :!/. 
flnlHhprh 2 24.~ 42.2 II.H ~.K II.H 204 
61.3 117~7 70.n nl.~ ~H.~ h~.2 
1 Ih.O I 27.5 7.7 I h.4 I 7.7 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1-------- --------
C.oIumn 71) I 127 I 14 J 12 41 )1] 
TOlals 25.2 411.b I 10.9 I 111.2 13.1 IO().O 
Cit 1 sllua fl' 
D".:r .... s of fr~ .. dnm 
I'robllhlilly of ("han("/' 
Crtlm.or's V 
(;nnt. 1 "I:"nl' Y I'"'' 1'1. 
1.112 
4 
0.7119 
n.n7h 
0.0l(, 
Val I d " .1 S ,. s 'I I 'j 
Hlssfn~ ("IIS~S· 1 
R('spnns.· rOIl.. 'PI. I t 
313 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #45 
"Ighrst Eduratlonal Ll'vel: fathrr - (X Axis) 
Ll'avrr or Flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Numbvr < ".5. "StGED Post Somr Cllrgr 1 
Row % "St rng CII f'gl' Orgrl'l' 1 
Column % 1 Row 
314 
To t a I % I . I 1 2 1 3 I 4 I 5 1 To tal 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 45 1 32 1 II 1 13 1 10 1 
Il'avt'rs 1 40.~ 1 28.11 1 9.9 1 11.7 I 9.0 1 111 
1 37.5 33.0 52.4 1 37.1 24.4 1 35.4 
1 14.) 1 10.2 I 3.5 1 4.1 3.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 75 1 &5 I 10 I 22 I 31 1 
flnlshl'rs 2 I 36.9 32.0 I 4.9 J 10.11 I 15.3 203 
&2.5 &7.0 1 47.& 62.9 75.& &4.6 
I 23.9 1 20.7 I 3.2 I 7.U 1 9.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Column 120 97 I 21 1 35 I 41 1 314 
Totals 311.2 30.9 1 &.7 1 11.1 1 13.1 1100.0 
Ch I 'Hlllar.' 
Dr~rl'Ps of £rrl'dnm 
ProbabllllY of rhanrl' • 
Cramrr's V 
Conltngl'nry rorff. 
5.34 
It 
0.253 
o. 1311 
0.129 
Val I d riOS.'S 
Hissing rasps -
Rrsponsl' rail' -
Jl4 
2 
99.4 % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #46 
HIghpst ~dllratlonal Lpvpl: Sp""SP - (X Axis) 
315 
- - - - KY - - - -
Lpdv~r or flnlshpr - (Y Axis) 
Nllmbpr < ".S. "SIDED Post Somp I Cllpgp 
Row ~ HStrng Cllpgp 1 Dpgrpp 1 
Column ~ 1 1 Row 
To t a I % I I 1 2 1 3 J 4 1 5 1 To tal 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 3 1 21 1 8 1 32 1 31 I 
Ipavprs 3.2 I 22.1 1 8.4 I 33.7 32.6 1 95 
42.9 1 42.0 1 38.1 34.4 27.7 33.6 
I 1.1 1 7.4 1 2.8 11.3 I 11.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
4 1 2'1 1 13 I "1 I 81 1 
flnlshprs 'I. 2.1 1~.4 I ".9 1 32.4 43.1 I 188 
~7.1 ~II.O "I.'l 1 "'l.b 72.3 J ('b.4 
J 1.4 I 10.2 1 4.6 1 21.11 1 28.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Colllmn I 7 I 50 1 21 I 'lJ 112 1 283 
Totals 1 Z.~ 17.7 J 7.4 1 12.'l 3'1.6 I 100.0 
Chi stlll.il rc- 3.H2 Va II d CiIS,·6 2113 
Ih',,; r"t":' (lr I £t'I'dum 4 Hissing rasps 
-
J] 
Probability of ('han('c . 0.430 Rpspnnsp rate . 89.6 % 
Crampr's V O. 116 
Con t I ng.'nr y ('o.'rr. 0.115 
Caution: 2 (,l'lls ('ontain an I'xpp('t('d Crcqurn('y Irss than 5 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION 14K 
316 
Nu. Children al \10m," whi It> In 1'11I.:ram - (X Axis) 
- - - - uy - - - -
L~avt'r or Ffnfsh~r - (Y Axi~) 
Numbrr nunt> 1 chId 2 chid 3 chid 1 4+chid 1 
Row % 1 
Column % 1 Row 
Tolal7. I 01 1 2 3 41Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
30 1 IH 1 ]~ I 17 1 10 I 
It'avHs 27.3 1 1&.4 1l.H I D.~ 9.1 1 110 
29.7 2H.& 36.1 4H.b 55.& 35.0 
1 9.& 5.7 1 11.1 ~.4 3.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 71 1 45 1 b2 I III I /I 1 
ffnhhHs 'I. 134.8122.1130.41 H.H 1 3.91 204 
70.3 1 71.4 b].9 ~1.4 1 44.4 I &5.0 
I 22.& 1 14.3 1 19.7 I 5.1 I 2.S 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column r 101 1 &3 I 97 1 J~ III 1 314 
Tutals r 12.2 I 20.1 I 30.9 I 11.1 5.7 I 100.0 
ChI S'IU'HI" lI.bl 
ll~.~rl'('s "r I r,"('dom 4 
I' r(l bi! II I I I t y n t (" han c ~ ~ O. (112 
CranJpr'" V O.lhfl 
COli tin Ill' II C Y (" 0 (' fr.O , I b 3 
Va I I d '" as," s )\ 4 
Mlssln~ ("asl's 2 
Resl'nnsr rall' ~ 99.4 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION 1149 
Harllal StatliH Wltlll' In I'rnl:ran, - (X AxIH) 
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
single marr'd seprtd dvorcd 
en 1 ualll % RIlw 
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Total 1 I 1 2 1 J J 4 ) TOLals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 9 I III I 2 I 17 I I 1 
1 e a v ,. r s H • 2 I 7 3 • b I I • H 1 I '> • '> I I) • 9 J I I 0 
42.9 32.0 40.0 1 53.1 13.3 35.0 
2.9 Z~.II (J.h ~.4 (J.' 1 
1--------1--------1-------- 1--------1--------1--------
I 12 1 172 1 J I 1'> Il.l 
finishers 2 5.9 1 84.3 1 1.5 7.4 1 1.0 I 204 
57.1 1 6R.0 60.0 46.9 1 b6.7 1 65.0 
1 J.II 1 54.8 1 1.1) 1 4.11 I).b 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 21 1 253 1 5 1 12 1 ] 1 314 
Tc>tals I 6.7 1 80.6 I I.b 1 10.2 I 1.11 I 100.0 
Chi s'llIal-,' 
[)'·.: ... ·l·S 111 I r.·.·dom 
I'rubablllLy 01 dlanrt' C 
en.ro .. r's V 
Cc>nLlnllrn~y corff. 
6.23 
4 
o. I H2 
O. 141 
O. 1]'1 
V;II 1 d ('as,'s 
Hlsslnl: ('as,'s 
f( t' s I'" II S t- rat" 
Caution: 4 cplls ('onlaln an expectrd freq"en~y Irss than) 
H4 
7. 
'19.4 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION 1151 
Rrason Enrolled In EXlrrnal Dr~rrr - (X AxIs) 
Lraver or Flnlshrr - CY AxIs) 
NUOIbrr Wurk I Srlf To fort To I:rt Prsonl othrr 
R~w % Rrqr'd I 100pvOIt A Job BtrJob 1 Chllng 
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ColuOIn % 1 1 I' Row 
Tot a I 4 I 1 2 I 3 I 4 I ~ I " 1 Tota 1 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I II I 34 1 0 1 2" I 31 1 "1 
leBvers 10.2 131.51 0.0 I 24.1 211.7 I 5." 1 108 
24.4 3".2 1 0.0 42.1> 37.11 23.1 1 34.7 
I 3.5 I 10.9 I 0.0 I 8.4 I 10.0 I 1.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 34 1 "0 J 3 1 3 ~ I 51 I 20 1 
flnlHhrrs 2 111>.7 I 29." 1 1.5 117.2 I 2~.1 I 9.'11 203 
I~.b "J.8 I 100.0 I ~7.4 I b2.2 I 7".9 I "5.3 
I 10.9 I 19.3 1 1.0 1 11.3 I 11>.4 I 6.4 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
C .. lumn I 45 I 94 1 3 1 1>1 I 112 I 2" 1 311 
1'ulals I 14.~ I 30.2 I I.U I 19.b I 26.4 I 8.4 1 100.0 
Ch I "'1'''' [I' 
Ut'grt'f"'ti ttl r rr .. dulD 
Probability of ~han~e • 
Cr .. m .. r's V 
ContlnKrnry ~orfr. 
7.n 
5 
0.195 
0.154 
0.152 
Vlliid ~as .. s III 
Hissing ~aSrH - ~ 
Rr8pons~ ratr - 911.4 % 
CautIon: 2 rrlls rnlltnin an pxprrlPd rrpqupn~y Ipss thull ~ 
LEAVERS vs FINISIIERS 
S lJ HV EY QUE S TT 0 N II ~ 2 
How Hd"rallnnal Hxprnsrs fUhd~d - (X Axis) 
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- - - - /IV - - - -
Numb.or 
Row % 
e" \IID.11 :t 
Lpuvrr or flnlshrr - (V Axis) 
sp\ f / 
spnusf' 
r1lpgp 
flnAld 
bank 
loahb 
f "011 I Y 
f r It· 'HI 
"DlI,1 Y r 
r,-I mb. 
G\ 
bIll 
other 
T"I" I % \ 2) 4 \ 5 It 
----------1--------1--------1--------\--------\--------\--------1--------
11 1 I I U I I 1b 1 1 1 J 
Ipavt'rs 73.2 1.0 0.0 1 ~,~ lb.!) 1.0 1 3.1 
J~."j 20.0 0.0 h2. ~ICI.II ~IJ.O !)o.o 
2S.1 \ U.4 1 O.U 1 \.11 \ ~.1 1 U.4 1 1.1 
\--------1--------\--------1--------\--------1--------1--------
1 1 jl) 1 4 1 7 1 \ 31l 1 I 1 3 
f\nlshprH 111.1 2.2 \ '1.11 1.1> 1".1l \ IJ.~ \ 1.6 
1,1 •• 1 IIU.U I 10U.1) 11,', h'J.2 \ ',I).U 1 !)U.O 
1 41>.1 I 1.4 1 2.~ \ \.\ 1 12.11 \ 0.4 1 1.1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------\--------1--------1--------
C"\lIn," \ 201 \ 5 I 7 \ II \ ~2 1 2 1 6 
l' ,,' •• \ " II • ~ 1 • II 7 • ~ ~ , II 1 II. ~ \ II. 1 1 2. I 
Chi 'Hlu,trt' 
1l,·.~rf·'·M fll t rr.·tJnm 
I'rnb"hl \ i I Y ,,/ .·h.IIH· .... 
(;rctDu,r's V 
C nlll f n ~.o Ih' y (' ,. t- ft. 
II. 1 ~ 
h 
U.227 
0. 170 
O.lbll 
Va II tl ,'ilSt'S 
HI Sh' II)~ ,·as.·~ "" 
H"hl'nnSI' r.tl.' ;, 
CuutJou: " I"ll~ ,'c l l1l.tln an '·)(lu·t'lf·tI fr.'qut'tU"y 1.,:-o!'l liI.11I 
2111 
I~ 
1\11.'1 :t 
T.EAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION U53 
320 
Dlstan('E' From any l'osl-5.'('ondary S(,hll'» - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lraver or Flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Number 0-59 60-149 150- 25U- 500+ml 
Kow Z wllrs mllrs 249 ml 499 ml 
Column % Row 
Total;: 2 3 4 1 ') 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 112 1 14 1 ,2,1 2 1 U 1 
I,'avers 1 112.!l 1 14.U 1 2.0 I 2.0 I U.U 1 100 
I 3:1.3 43.11 1 211.6 6 ... 7 0.0 I 34.7 
1 211.'i 4.9 0.7 11.1 II.U 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 11>4 I I II lSI I I U 1 
flnlshf'r5 2 I 117.2 1 9.6 1 2.7 I U.S I 0.11 1 1118 
fl6.7 56.3 I 71.4 I n.3 I O.U 1 65.3 
I ')6.9 I 6.3 I 1.7 I U."l I 11.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Cnlumn I 240 I 32 1 7 1:1 !l 1 211M 
Totals W •• 4 1 11.1 1 2.4 I 1.11 II.U' I 100.0 
Chi sCludr .. 
11t'1: r t't' s oJ r rt'.'dnm 
l'rllb,lbllll y IIf ('han('e ~ 
CraDlE'r's V 
COlltln~r"~y ('orff. 
2.112 
) 
0.41'.1 
(J.(J9'J 
(J.U9/1 
Val I d ,'OIsr,. 
Mil", I "I: ('01 s t'li 
Kt~:;iHlns ... r'II(' 
Caution: If ('I'll,; 1'I'"[alll an I'xpt'('[ed Irrqul'nt'y Ic'ss lh.11I 'J 
Not E': I ('0 1 U m n not I n (' III d r din Chi II qua [l' (' OJ I ,'U lilt Inn Ii 
211B 
2K 
91. I % 
- - - - BY - - - -
I· 
LEAV ERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #54 
HJ1~s From La Grand~ Campus - (X Axis) 
Lpav~r or FJnlsh~r - (Y Axis) 
Numb~r 0-59 I 60-149 150- 250- 500+ml 
Row i. mllps mill's 249 ml 1 499 ml 1 
Column i. I 1 Row 
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Tota 1 % I 1 I 2 1 3 I 4 I 5 1 Total 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 14 1 25 1 27 1 211 5 1 
It'avHs 14.1 1 25.3 I 27.3 1 211.3 5.1 1 99 
40.0 31.3 1 37.0 1 33.3 35.1 34.6 
I 4.9 I 11.7 I '1.4 I '1.11 I 1.7 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 21 I 5 ~ 1 4 II I ~h 'I I 
flnl6h~r6 2 11.2 1 29.4 1 24.6 I 29.9 4.11 1 1111 
60.0 1 68.8 1 63.0 66.7 64.3 1 65.4 
I 7.3 I 19.2 1 16.1 1 19.6 1 1.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Column I 35 I 110 I 1) I 114 1 14 1 266 
Totals 12.2 1 28.0 25.5 1 29.4 1 4.9 I 100.0 
Chi flllll<lr,· 
Dpgr~l's of (r~~dom 
Probabl II t y of rhan('~ -
Crilmf'r's V 
Conti"~pnry ('op(r. 
1.09 
4 
0.89~ 
IJ.Uh2 
U.01l2 
Va II d (',16t'S 
HI 6 s I II~: r a s t' 6 
Rr!i 11(ln~.· r u l~· 
Caution: I ~pll rontalns an pxp~rt~d (rpqupnry It'S!> thau 5 
2116 
JU 
90.5 % 
- - - - BY - - - -
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
S U RV E Y QUE S T ION 1/ 5 5 
Host Dtrll~ult Barrirr to Parllrll'allng - (X Axis) 
L~Rv~r or Flnlshrr - (Y Axis) 
Numb~r mon~y dstn~p tIme n"Sprt ~rlsrs I other 
Row % I 
322 
Col limn % I Row 
Total % I I I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I b I Total 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
I 6 1 11 I 36 I 4 I 17 I 21 I 
Iuvl'rs 1 b.3 1 11.6 I 31.9 I 4.2 I 11.9 1 22.1 1 95 
I 31.& I 26.2 1 3&.0 1 2h.1 53.1 J6.8 1 35.8 
I 2.3 1 4.2 1 13.6 I 1.5 I &.4 I 7.9 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
, 13 1 31 I 64 1 11' I ~ I 36 1 
flnlshrrs 2 I 1.h I IK.2 I 31.& h.~ K.K I 21.2 1 170 
IoK.4 1'I.H I 64.11 11. I 4h.'I 1.:1.2,/ 64.2 
I 4.9 I 11.1 I 24.2 I 4.2 I ~.7 I IJ.b I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Column , 19 I 42 I 100 1 15 I 32 I 51 1 265 
Totals 7.2 1 15.H 1 37.7 I 5.1 12.1 1 21.5 1 100.0 
ChI squarl' 
D('J~r(,P6 nl 1 rr.'dulD 
ProbabIlity of ~hallrr • 
Cri.m,·r's V 
Contlngvllry ropfr. 
6.5H 
5 
0.254 
0.15K 
O.15b 
Valid ~aSPB 
Ht8Hln~ ,',ISt-1i • 
Rf'SIICH1"'1' r,;.ll~ • 
265 
51 
H3. II % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #62 
Confldt-n,'" with Writ In" Atdlily - (X Ads) 
- - - - BY - - - -
It'lIvl'rs 
(InlshE'rt; 
Numbl'r 
kllw % 
HUlal I I 
snUll' 
g rt",l[ I 
>gL't' ,. t. 
enlllnlll 4 I:llw 
I'll t a I Z I 2:1 I To I ,II :; 
----------1--------\--------1--------1--------
121 311 Hoi 
I.t: I 211.4 16' •• / I 
bt. • 7 117 • 3 q. S 
(). h I tJ. tJ / ... I 
IlltJ 
34. II 
I--------l-~------l---~----I--------
I I I S2 I 1~1 I 
I O.~ I ZS.S ll,.u I " .. 
:1:1.] to2.7 tJb.S I 1>5.2 
0.) Ib.b 411.2 I 
!--------I--------I--------1---,-----
(,'ulumn 
'folals 
I :I J til I 2 :1 i I '\ I :I 
1.0 1 2b.S 7'.!..~ 1 IllU.O 
Chi s'IlIa I" 
lh-grl ,·s lIf • r''"t'd,_m 
I'rnllabi III y "I l'IlOln, e 
CrdDh"r':. V 
Cr,"1 I nb"lll'y ",,('11. 
I • 7'J 
2 
1I.410 
1I.1I/'> 
u.o/) 
Ii 0' I 1,1 ,'" ~ (' to J I J 
N'hsl~~ ~~SWU' 1 
k,,:, I' 0 Il;. t, r,,! (' I; 'J. I 1. 
(;autloll: :1 ,"'lis ,'unt."" .In ('KPE','lt'd Ir"'1l1t'n,'y 1",;,-, tiun ~ 
323 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #66 
324 
- - - - 8Y - - - -
l..·.lvers 
I .• ' ,I v.' r 0" ... I II , I;!. t' , - ("{ ,\ >_ l s ) 
tlulIIl:,. r 1!(lIH' sm;11 I ~: (J nato' ~", r " .J l 
K (l W ;: ex l .. n : ,. X t (0 n t c- ,. l ,: II 1 .' ,', L •. n 1 
COIUIIIII .!. Row 
TI.tal % ]:1 4 5 Totals 
----------1---·-----1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I .HI 1 2li ]1 1 I I I IU 
34.51 lB.:: 211.2' 11l.'J I 9.1 110 
II • 7 2 'I. (l " II. il !.Il. l 5 II. d l~. I 
1/.1 b.:. -,.'j I J.~ .I.:: 
I --------1--------1--------1--------1--------.--------
I H2 1 49 I 4'J 1 111 1 7 1 
i, (I • I. I 2 '" I :i 4. 1 / • '1 .,. '. 
I./i •. , /1. II hi. , ~-'. I 41.2 
I Z IJ • ~ 1 ~). 1 1 1 5. 7 i ~,. I I 2 • ]. I 
1--------I--------i--------J--------I--------l--------
CO'Uonll 
T"(.1I:; 
12U 61) IlU 21 I I] 1 111 
J'l.:I 22.0 ::S.h lI.b ~./I 1110.0 
I.: h j tilllJ" (' ,. (, • 7" 
n.-.t r to".i ,~I t r ,· ... d,"1\ ;. 
",., ba b I III Y III c· hoi" C'l' ~ j). 14/ 
<: fl) II,,· r • l> \" 1,. I " I 
r.unltn;~.·I ... ·)' (·, ... ·11'. /;.141; 
\,,, I 1.1 " _I ~;p h 
M i ~ .. ',- in,.', C'.J~. t·:. 
Ht" ~ i";'11 !'," r it' " 
"Ill 
.\ 
\1'1. I % 
LEAVERS vs FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION U72 
En('ourag~m~nl from: Slbllncs - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Numbf'r 
Row :t 
Leav~r or Flnlsh~r - (Y Axis) 
n/a non(' smalll 
SOQlt· 
I: r ('il t I 
>grt'ill 
Co I umn % Now 
Total % 1 0 1 1 2 I J I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 49 I 21 1 23 I 12 I 
If'avprs 46.7 I 20.0 I 21.9 1 11.4 I IO~ 
42.6 I 27.6 31.1 28.6 34.2 
I 16.0 I b.8 I 7.':1 I I.'} I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 6b I ~~ I 51 I "30 
flnishpfs 2 12.7 27.2 25.2 14.9 202 
~7.4 72.4 68.9 71.4 b~.8 
21.':! 17.9 16.6 9.8 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
C"lunlll 115 I 7b 1 74 I 42 I 3U7 
Totals 37.':1 1 24.8 I 24.1 1 I"J.J I 100.0 
Chi SCluar(' 
IIp.:r.·.·s .. I fro'fOdoDI 
I'robahlill y of ('hllnrf' Z 
Cr<llDf'r's V 
ContlnCf'lIcy ('orff. 
':J.98 
:I 
1).11] 
1).1'111 
0.138 
Val I ci C' iI S (' Ii 
Mlssln.: raSf·S· 
1< •• s I'(\II~ ,- [".t' t· 
)117 
9 
97.'1. :t 
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A COMPARISON BETWEEN LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON 
STUDENT DATA P:ASE INFORHATTON: SEX 
SI'X - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Lrav~r or rl"lsh~r - (Y Axis) 
Numb.' r .'.'Dl<lll' 1 Ha It' 
Row % 1 1 
Column % 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 ~~ I ~7 1 
leavPrIl I 49.1 1 ~O.CJ I 112 
I 33.5 J7.5 J~.4 
1 17.4 I 18.0 
1--------1--------1--------
I 109 1 95 1 
flnlshl'rs 2 1 53.4 1 46.6 I 204 
66.5 62.5 1 64.6 
I J4.5 I 30.1 I 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 164 1 152 1 316 
Totals 51.9 48.1 1 100.0 
Corrprtl'd Chi square 
Urgret's of frl'l'dnm 
Probability or chancl' -
Phi 
Cnntlngrnry corfr. 
.18 
1 
0.536 
0.035 
o.on 
V,III,I ('<ISO'S 
Hiss I nl\ ('ast's 
Rt'~ponSt" rat f! 
326 
316 
o 
100.0 % 
A COMPARISON BETWEEN LEAVERS ANU FINISHERS ON 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: AGE 
Variable under analysis - Age 
Variable used 10 Mr~up cas.s - Leavrr or Finisher 
Group I 11 
I-leavers 
NUlDbpr of <'a!>es 
Hean 
Varlan"t' 
Standard dt'v I at Illn 
Standard error 
Group 2 21 
2-ftnlshprs 
NUDlbl'r of (':lI;"S 
H('an 
Vart an('" 
of the lDean 
Standard dpvlatlo" 
Standard .rror of Ih. mpan 
l'-Tesl slallslln; 
o If f (' !"t' n t' " (M " oJ II X - M t' ,t II Y) 
m 112 
.. 41>. H 
~ 94. S 1 
~ 9.72 
U.92 
~ 2U4 
c 44.94 
79.27 
~ 1I.9U 
c U.1>2 
5 t iI n d /I r d ,'r r ~ r "I I h t' d I 1ft, r I' Ill' I' 
t - 8 tat 1st I " 
O('gre('s of fre.dom 
I'robability 01 I «(JUt' tall,'d It'sl) 
I'robability of t (TwII 1."I,'d I.'sl) 
I. 4 ~ 1 
~ I. UHb 
c 1.342 
= 314 
lI. 1111 'I 
= U.I71 
327 
A COMPARISON BETWEEN LEAVERS AND FINISHERS ON 
STUDENT DATA BASE INFORMATION: RACE 
~lhnl~lty - (X Axl~) 
328 
- - - - 8Y - - - -
Lpav~r nr flnl~h~r - (I Axis) 
N"mb~r 81ark IndIan AsIan/ "bpanr Whlll.'", Inl'nl NoRpsp 
f(nw Z ,,,,"spn Alilskn f'a~lsl ",,"spn I 
Column I I 
1'olal % 1 2 ) I 4 I ~ I 6 I 7 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I 2 1 ] I U I I 9'.1 I U I 7 
l .. lIvt'ro; I.H 2.7 I U.U IJ.~ HH.4 U.II I 6.1 
66.7 ll.] 1 0.0 IUU.II lb.l 1I.11 29.2 
I O.b I 1.01 0.0 I 11.1 I ll.~ 1 0.0 I 2.2 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
I I h I 2 I " Il~ I I I 17 
fI"lsllI'rs 2 1 U.~ .I.U I I.U I U.II Hh.h II.~ 11.4 
11.1 61>.7 I 10U.0 I U.U hJ.'.! 10U.U 70.8 
I 0.3 1 1.'.1 I O.b 1 U.II 1 ~~.1 I U.] I 5.4 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
ColuOl" I ] I 9 I 2 I 1 1 274 I I 1 24 
Totals 1.0 1 2.9 1 0.6 I 11.3 117.3 1 0.1 1 7.6 
Chi bf,uar p 5.21 Va II J '·~.n.; .. ·s 1I4 
""II rt· I' II nl r rI,.'dow h H 1 ~s 1 ",: ".'!to,,!; . 2 
I'rob"hlilly of C'hdn('r . O. S 11 Rf"S "fllI~" (.111" c 99.4 % 
Crarol'r' fi V 0.12'1 
C/lnllnllpn~y , ..... f r. 0.12" 
CautIon: '.I ~p II s ~"nlilln an I'xpp~t('d fr .. qu .. n~y 1",,8 Ihan ~ 
RURAL «50,000) vs URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION 023 
329 
Academic Expectations too Difficult? - (X Axil) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axfl) 
Number I yes 1 no I 
Row Z 1 1 1 
Column Z 1 1 1 Row 
Total Z 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 26 1 185 1 
Rural & Town 1 12.3 1 87.7 1 211 
1 70.3 1 67.3 1 67.6 
1 8.3 1 59.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 11 1 90 1 
Urban 2 1 10.9 1 89.1 1 101 
1 29.7 I 32.7 1 32.4 
1 3.5 I 28.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 37 1 275 I 312 
Totsls 1 11.9 1 88.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probabilfty of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.03 
I 
0.858 
0.010 
0.010 
Valid cases 
HIssfng cases· 
Responsp rste • 
312 
4 
98.7 Z 
RURAL «50,000) vs URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION f/55 
Moat Difficult Barrier to Participating - (X Axia) 
330 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Coaaunity Lived In - (Y Axia) 
Nuaber 1 aoney 1 datnce 1 tiae 1 noSprt 1 crisea 1 other 1 
Row % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Co luan % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Row 
Tote 1 % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 12 1 36 1 63 1 10 1 24 1 34 1 
Rural & Town 1 6.7 1 20.1 1 35.2 1 5.6 1 13.4 1 19.0 1 179 
1 63.2 1 85.7 1 63.0 1 66.7 1 75.0 1 59.6 1 67.5 
1 4.5 1 13.6 1 23.8 1 3.8 1 9.1 1 12.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 7 1 6 1 37 1 5 1 8 1 23 1 
Urban 2 1 8.1 1 7.0 1 43.0 1 5.8 1 9.3 1 26.7 1 86 
Caution: 1 
1 36.8 1 14.3 1 37.0 1 33.3 1 25.0 1 40.4 1 32.5 
1 2.6 1 2.3 1 14.0 1 1.9 1 3.0 1 8.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Coluan 1 19 1 42 1 100 1 15 1 32 1 57 1 265 
Totals 1 7.2 1 15.8 I 37.7 1 5.7 I 12.1 I 21.5 1 100.0 
Chi aquare 9.87 Val fd casps 265 
Degree. of freedom 5 Mi.8ing cases . 51 
Probabt Ihy of chance • 0.079 Reaponse rate • 83.9 % 
Craaer'. V 0.193 
Contingency coefC. 0.189 
cell contatna an exppcted frequency leaa than 5 
RURAL «50,000) vs URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #56 
331 
Satisfaction v/Amount of Academic Advice - (X Axia) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number I none I smalll I greatl I 
Row % I I some I )great I 
Column Z I 1 I I Rov 
Total % 1 1 1 2 I 3 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------I 15 1 62 1 134 I 
Rural & Town I 7.1 1 29.4 I 63.5 I 211 
I 83.3 I 63.3 1 68.4 1 67.6 
I 4.8 1 19.9 I 42.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1 3 1 36 1 62 1 
Urban 2 1 3.0 1 35.6 1 61.4 1 101 
1 16.7 1 36.7 1 31.6 1 32.4 
1 1.0 I 11.5 1 19.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------Column 1 18 I 98 1 196 I 312 
Totals 1 5.8 1 31.4 I 62.8 I 100.0 
Chi square 2.92 Valid cases 
Degrees of freedom 2 Kfasing cases 
Probabilt ty of chance 
-
0.231 Response rate 
Cramer's V 0.097 
Contingency coeff. 0.096 
312 
-
4 
-
98.7 % 
RURAL «50,000) vs URBAN 
SURV EY QUESTION 1/59 
332 
Sstisfaction w/Quslity of Academic Advic - (X Axia) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number I none I smalll I great I I 
Row % I I soae I >grest I 
Column % 1 1 1 I Row 
Total % 1 I 2 I 3 I Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 14 1 51 I 145 I 
Rural & Town 1 6.7 1 24.3 I 69.0 I 210 
I 82.4 I 62.2 I 69.0 I 68.0 
I 4.5 I 16.5 I 46.9 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1 3 1 31 I 65 I 
Urban 2 1 3.0 I 31.3 1 65.7 I 99 
1 17.6 1 37.8 I 31.0 I 32.0 
1 1.0 I 10.0 I 21.0 I 
1--------1--------1--------1--------Column I 17 I 82 I 210 1 309 
Totsls 1 5.5 I 26.5 1 68.0 1 100.0 
Chi. square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probsbllity of chance -
Crsiler'a V 
Contingency coeff. 
2.98 
2 
0.225 
0.098 
0.098 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
J09 
7 
97.8 % 
RURAL «50,000) vs URBAN 
SURVEY.QUESTION.#66 
Problem with Finances - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Com.unity Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number I none 1 saall 1 some I great 1 )great I 
Row % 1 1 extent 1 extent I extent 1 extent 1 
Column % 1 1 1 1 1 I Row 
333 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 I 4 1 5 1 Totale 
--------------------------1--------1----------------1--------
1 B3 I 50 I 4B 1 19 1 13 1 
Rural & Town 1 39.0 I 23.5 1 22.5 1 B.9 1 6.1 1 213 
I 69.2 I 72.5 I 60.0 1 70.4 1 76.5 1 68.1 
I 26.5 I 16.0 1 15.3 1 6.1 1 4.2 I 
l--------I-~------I--------I--------I--------I--------1 37 1 19 I 32 1 B 1 4 1 
Urban 2 1 37.0 1 19.0 1 32.0 1 B.O 1 4.0 1 100 
1 30.8 1 27.5 1 40.0 1 29.6 1 23.5 1 31.9 
1 11.8 1 6.1 1 10.2 1 2.6 1 1.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 120 1 69 1 BO 1 27 1 17 I 313 
Totals I 38.3 I 22.0 1 25.6 I B.6 I 5.4 I 100.0 
Chi aquare • 3.69 Valid csses 313 
Degrees of freedoa 4 Hissing cases. 3 
Probability of chance 
· 
0.449 Response rate • 99.1 % 
Cramer's V • 0.109 
Contingency coeff. 0.10B 
RURAL «SO,OOO) vs URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #69 
334 
Rules/Procedures Inhibited Progress - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Nu.ber 1 none 1 s.all/ 1 great/ 1 
Row % 1 1 some I >great 1 
Column % 1 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 135 1 56 1 19 1 
Rural & Town 1 1 64.3 1 26.7 I 9.0 1 210 
1 65.2 1 71.8 I 76.0 1 67.7 
1 43.5 1 18.1 1 6.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 72 1 22 1 6 1 
Urban 2 1 72.0 1 22.0 1 6.0 I 100 
1 34.8 1 28.2 1 24.0 1 32.3 
1 23.2 I 7.1 1 1.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 207 1 78 1 25 1 310 
Totals 1 66.8 1 25.2 1 8.1 I 100.0 
Chf squar. 
Degrees of freedom • 
Probability of chance· 
Craser'e V 
Contingency coeff. 
1.97 
2 
0.373 
0.080 
0.079 
Valid cases 
Hfsaing cases • 
Response rate • 
310 
6 
98.1 % 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #23 
335 
Academic Expectations too Difficult? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Nu.ber 1 yes I no 1 
Row ill 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1. 2 I T~tals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 10 1 41 1 
Rural Fara 1 19.6 1 BO.4 1 51 
1 27.0 1 14.9 1 16.3 
1 3.2 1 13.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 27 1 234 1 
Town 'Citiea 2 1 10.3 1 B9.7 1 261 
1 73.0 I B5.1 1 B3.7 
1 B.7 1 75.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 37 1 275 I 312 
Totals I 11.9 1 B8.1 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degreea of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.67 
1 
0.102 
0.093 
0.092 
Valid caaes 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate • 
312 
4 
98.7 % 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #24 
336 
Degree Requirements Clear by Advisor? - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 yes 1 no 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totsls 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 43 1 9 1 
Rural Farm 1 82.7 1 17.3 1 52 
1 15.6 1 23.1 1 16.6 
1 13.7 1· 2.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 232 1 30 1 
Town &Cities 2 1 88.5 1 11.5 1 262 
1 84.4 1 76.9 1 83.4 
1 73.9 1 9.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 275 1 39 1 314 
Totala 1 87.6 1 12.4 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance· 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.88 
1 
0.347 
0.053 
0.053 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
314 
2 
99.4 % 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION USS 
Hoat Difficult Barrier to Participating - (X Axis) 
337 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Coaaunity Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Nuaber 1 money 1 dstnce 1 tiae 1 noSprt 1 crlsea 1 other 1 
Row % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Coluan % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 low 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 Total 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 2 1 12 1 15 1 1 1 4 1 11 1 
Rural Fara 1 4.4 1 26.7 1 33.3 1 2.2 1 8.~ 1 24.4 1 45 
1 10.5 1 28.6 1 15.0 1 6.7 1 12.5 1 19.3 1 17.0 
1 0.8 1 4.5 1 5.7 1 0.4 1 1.5 1 4.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
1 17 1 30 1 85 1 14 1 28 1 46 1 
Town 'Cities 2 1 7.7 1 13.6 1 38.6 1 6.4 1 12.7 1 20.9 1 220 
Caution: 2 
1 89.5 1 71.4 1 85.0 1 93.3 1 87.5 1 80.7 1 83.0 
1 6~4 1 11.3 1 32.1 1 5.3 1 10.6 1 17.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1------
Coluan 1 19 1 42 1 100 1 15 1 32 1 57 1 265 
Totals 1 7.2 1 15.8 1 37.7 1 5.7 1 12.1 1 21.5 1 100.0 
Chi square 6.64 Valid cases 265 
Degrees of freedoa 5 Hisafng caaes . 51 
hobabf Ifty of chance • 0.248 Responae rate • 83.9 % 
Craaer's V 0.158 
ContfngenC'y roeff. 0.156 
celh contafn an expected frequency less than 5 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #38 
Rules/Procedures Inhfbited Progress - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Co.munity Lived In - (Y Axfs) 
Number 1 none 1 small/ 1 great/ 1 
Row % 1 1 somt'! 1 >great 1 
Colulln % 1 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 33 1 11 1 7 1 
Rural Farm 1 64.7 1 21.6 1 13.7 1 51 
1 15.9 1 14.1 1 28.0 1 16.5 
1 10.6 1 3.5 1 2.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 174 1 67 1 18 1 
Town 6Cities 2 1 67.2 1 25.9 1 6.9 1 259 
1 84.1 1 85.9 1 72.0 1 83.5 
1 56.1 1 21.6 1 5.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Colulln 1 207 1 78 1 25 1 310 
Totals 1 66.8 1 25.2 1 8.1 1 100.0 
Chi square 2.77 Valfd cases 
Degrees of freedom 2 Hfssing cases 
Probabf 11 ty of chance - 0.249 Response rate 
Cramer's V 0.095 
Contingency coeff, 0.094 
Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than 5 
310 
-
6 
-
98.1 
338 
% 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #56 
339 
Satisfaction w/Aaount of Academic Advice - (X Axil) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of COD.unity Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number I none 1 s.all/ 1 great/ 1 
Row % 1 1 lome 1 )great 1 
ColuDn % 1 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 4 1 14 1 34 1 
Rural Fara 1 7.7 1 26.9 1 65.4 1 52 
1 22.2 1 14.3 1 17.3 1 16.7 
1 1.3 1 4.5 1 10.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 14 1 84 1 162 1 
Town &Cities 2 I 5.4 1 32.3 1 62.3 1 260 
I 77.8 1 85.7 I 82.7 1 83.3 
1 4.5 1 26.9 1 51.9 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Coluan 1 18 1 98 1 196 1 312 
Totals 1 5.8 1 31.4 1 62.8 I 100.0 
Chi square .86 Valid cases 
Degreel of freedom • 2 His8ing case a • 
Probabi 11 ty of chance • 0.649 Response rate • 
Craliler's V 0.053 
Contingency coeff. 0.052 
Caution: 1 cell contains an expected frequency less than 5 
312 
4 
98.7 % 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #59 
340 
Satiafaction w/Quality of Academic Advic - (X Axia) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Comaunity Lived In - (Y Axla) 
Number 1 none 1 smalll 1 greatl 1 
Row % 1 1 soae 1 >great 1 
Column % 1 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 4 1 10 1 38 1 
Rural Farm 1 7.7 1 19.2 1 73.1 1 52 
1 23.5 1 12.2 1 18.1 1 16.8 
1 1.3 1 3.2 1 12.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 13 1 72 1 172 1 
Town &Cities 2 1 5.1 1 28.0 1 66.9 1 257 
1 76.5 1 87.8 1 81.9 1 83.2 
1 4.2 i 23.3 1 55.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 17 1 82 1 210 1 309 
Totala 1 5.5 1 26.5 1 68.0 1 100.0 
Chi square • 2.04 Valid caaea 
Degrees of freedom 2 Hissing casea • 
Probability of chance • 0.360 Reaponae rate • 
Cramer'lI V 0.081 
Contingency coeff. 0.081 
Caution: 1 cell contains an eX'pected frequency less than 5 
309 
7 
97.8 % 
RURAL FARM vs TOWN/URBAN 
SURVEY QUESTION #66 
Problem with Financea - (X Axis) 
341 
- - - - BY - - - -
Type of Community Lived In - (Y Axis) 
Number I none I small I aome I great I >great I 
Row % I I extent I extent I extent I extent I 
Co 1 umn % I I. I 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 1 Totala 
----------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 21 1 9 1 13 1 4 1 5 1 
Rural Farm 1 40.4 1 17.3 1 25.0 1 7.7 1 9.6 1 52 
1 17.5 1 13.0 1 16.3 1 14.8 1 29.4 1 16.6 
1 6.7 1 2.9 1 4.2 1 1.3 1 1.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
1 99 1 60 1 67 1 23 1 12 1 
Town &Cities 2 1 37.9 1 23.0 1 25.7 1 8.8 1 4.6 1 261 
Caution: 2 
1 82.5 1 87.0 1 83.8 1 85.2 1 70.6 1 83.4 
1 31.6 1 19.2 1 21.4 1 7.3 1 3.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
Coluan 1 120 1 69 1 80 1 27 1 17 1 313 
Totals 1 38.3 1 22.0 1 25.6 1 8.6 1 5.4 1 100.0 
Chi square 2.78 Vslid cases 313 
Degrees of freedom 4 His8ing case8 • 3 
Probabi lity of chance • 0.595 Response rate • 99.1 % 
Cre=er'e V 0.094 
Contingency coeff, 0.094 
cells contain an expected frequency le8S than 5 
342 
FEMALE FINISHERS vs MALE FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #48 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axia) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sex - (Y Axis) 
Number I none 1 l+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % I 1 1 Row' 
Total % 1 0 1 1 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 45 1 64 1 
Female finishers 1 1 41.3 1 58.7 1 109 
I 63.4 1 48.1 1 53.4 
I 22.1 1 31.4 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 26 1 69 1 
Hale finiahers 2 1 27.4 1 72.6 1 95 
1 36.6 1 51.9 1 46.6 
1 12.7 1 33.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 71 1 133 1 204 
Totals 1 34.8 I 65.2 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degreea of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
3.74 
1 
0.053 
0.135 
0.134 
Valid cases 204 
Hissing cases - 0 
Response rate - 100.0 % 
FEMALE LEAVERS vs MALE LEAVERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #48 
343 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axia) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Sex - (Y Axia) 
Number 1 none 1 l+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 0 1 1 1 Totale 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 18 1 36 1 
Pemale leavera 1 1 33.3 1 66.7 1 54 
1 60.0 1 45.0 1 49.1 
1 16.4 1 32.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 12 1 44 1 
Hale leavera 2 1 21.4 1 78.6 1 56 
1 40.0 1 55.0 1 50.9 
1 10.9 1 40.0 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 30 1 80 1 110 
Totala 1 27.3 1 72.7 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance. 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
1.4 
1 
0.235 
0.113 
0.112 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate 
110 
2 
98.2 % 
MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS 
REVISED SURVEY QUESTION #48 
344 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 none-l 1 2+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 18 1 38 1 
male leavers 1 32.1 1 67.9 1 56 
1 28.6 1 43.2 1 37.1 
1 11.9 1 25.2 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 45 1 50 1 
.ale finishers 2 1 47.4 1 52.6 1 95 1 71.4 1 56.8 1 62.9 1 29.8 1 33.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------Column 1 63 1 88 1 151 
Totals 1 41.7 1 58.3 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance • 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
2.76 
1 
0.097 
0.135 
0.134 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases -
Response rate -
151 
1 
99.3 % 
FEMALE LEAVERS vs FEMALE FINISHERS 
REVISED SURVEY QUESTION #48 
No. Children at Hoae while in Program - (X Axla) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finiaher - (Y Axia) 
Nuaber 1 none-1 1 2+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Coluan % 1 I 1 Row 
Total % 1 0 I 1 1 Totala 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 30 1 24 1 
feaale leavera 1 55.6 1 44.4 1 54 
1 29.7 1 38.7 1 33.1 
1 18.4 I 14.7 I 
1--------1--------1--------1 71 I 38 I 
feaa1e finlahera 2 1 65.1 1 34.9 I 109 
1 70.3 I 61.3 I 66.9 
1 43.6 1 23.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------Co1uan 1 101 1 62 1 163 
Totals 1 62.0 1 38.0 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedoa 
Probability of chance. 
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
1.02 
1 
0.310 
0.079 
0.079 
Valid cases 
Hisllng cales· 
Response rate • 
163 
1 
99.4 % 
345 
MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #48 
346 
No. Children at Home while in Program - (X Axla) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 none 1 l+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 0 1 1 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------
1 12 1 44 1 
male leavera 1 21.4 1 78.6 1 56 
1 31.6 1 38.9 1 37.1 
1 7.9 1 29.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 26 1 69 1 
male finishers 2 1 27.4 1 72.6 1 95 
1 68.4 1 61.1 1 62.9 
1 17.2 1 45.7 1 
1--------1--------1--------
Column 1 38 1 113 1 151 
Totals 1 25.2 1 74.8 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance • 
Phi • 
Contingency coeff. 
.38 
1 
0.536 
0.050 
0.050 
Valid cases 
Hissing cases· 
Response rate • 
151 
1 
99.3 % 
FEMALE LEAVERS vs FEMALE FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #48 
347 
No. Children at Home while in Progrsa_~ (X Axis) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Number 1 none 1 l+chld 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Column % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 0 1 1 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 18 1 36 1 
female leavers 1 33.3 1 66.7 1 54 
1 28.6 1 36.0 1 33.1 
I 11.0 1 22.1 1 
1--------1--------1--------1 45 1 64 1 
female finishers 2 1 41.3 1 58.7 1 109 1 71.4 1 64.0 1 66.9 
1 27.6 1 39.3 1 
1--------1--------1--------
C~lu.n 1 63 1 100 1 163 
Tots1s I 38.7 I 61.3 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square 
Degrees of freedom 
Probability of chance -
Phi 
Contingency coeff. 
.65 
1 
0.418 
0.063 
0.063 
Valid cases 
Miaaing eases -
Response rate -
163 
1 
99.4 % 
MALE LEAVERS vs MALE FINISHERS 
SURVEY QUESTION #49 
Harital Statu8 While in Program - (X A1!s) 
- - - - BY - - - -
Leaver or Finisher - (Y Axis) 
Nu.ber 1 single 1 .arr'd 1 
Row % 1 1 1 
Coluan % 1 1 1 Row 
Total % 1 1 1 2 1 Totals 
----------1--------1--------1--------1 5 1 51 1 
.ale leavers 1 8.9 1 91.1 1 56 
1 38.5 1 37.0 1 37.1 
1 3.3 1 33.8 1 
1--------1--------1--------
1 8 1 87 1 
.ale finishers 2 1 8.4 1 91.6 1 95 
1 61.5 1 63.0 1 62.9 
1 5.3 1 57.6 1 
1--------1--------1--------Column 1 13 1 138 1 151 
Totals 1 8.6 1 91.4 1 100.0 
Corrected Chi square .03 
Degrees of freedo. 1 
Probability of chance • 0.847 
Phi • 0.014 
Contingency coeff • 0.014 
Valid cases 
Hissing caaes 
Response rate • 
Caution: 1 cell containB an expected frequency leBs than 5 
348 
151 
1 
99.3 % 
APPENDIX D 
STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION 
The table in the followins section shows the results 
of regressing responses from the External Degree Survey to 
five questions that were deemed less dependent on the length 
of time the participants had spent in the Program: 
Question 19: Awareness of other External Degrees 
Question 27: Linkage of Degree with Career Requirement 
Question 36: Grade Level upon Admission to Program 
Question 37: Highest Degree Aspirations 
Question 50: Amount of Time to Commit to Program 
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fRIHIQ1!I Q£ M1!LllfLE SIEfHISE REGRESSIQH fRQCED1!RE 
1 
"T8 > atap eb el0 e12 e13 cl~-eI7 e19-e21 c23-c2bl 
"T8 > framoya 01 
"T8 > fentor 1. 
STEPWISE REG~ESSION OF Cb ON 13 PREDICTORS, WITH N • 297 
STEP 1 2 3 4 5 b 7 
CONSTANT 1.74b 1.7~b 1.70~ 1.716 1.712 l.bBO 1.1~1 
C23 -0.716 -0.707 -0.b97 -0.705 -0.701 -0.670 -0.140 
T-RATIO -9.33 -9.3b -9.32 -9.4B -9.42 -B. loB -0.74 
C20 -O.bl -0.57 -0.~9 -0.57 -0.5b -0.57 
T-RATIO -3.33 -3.0B -:.16 -3.14 -3.0S -3.19 
CI2 0.131 0.120 0.120 0.123 0.123 
T-RATIO 2.68 2.47 2.41 2.53 2.56 
C19 -0.41 -0.4b -0.47 -0.4S 
T-RATIO -2.29 -2.27 -2.30 -2.38 
C2b 0.24 0.27 O.SO 
T-RATIO 1.33 1.49 3.20 
C24 0.072 0.601 
T-RATIO 1.42 3.33 
C25 o. !):~ 
T-RATIO 3.05 
S 0.41b 0.409 0.405 0.402 0.401 0.400 0.395 
R-SQ 22.71:t 25.58 27.36 28.b:l 29.0D 29.57 31.76 
I 
STEP 8 9 10 11 
CONSTANT 1.ltj~ 1.153 1 .• 19:5 1.169 LEGEND 
C23 -0.12 -0.10 -0.0:1 -0.03 COMPUTER SURVEY RESPONSE T-RATIO -0.63 -0.52 -0.26 -0.16 
C20 -0.53 -O.:'H -0.:11 -0.51 ·VARIABLE QUESTION NUMBER 
T-RATIO -2.89 -2.B4 -2.BI -2.BO 
C23 50 1 
CI2 0.121 0.118 0.119 0.116 
T-RATIO 2.53 2.47 2.50' 2.43 
C20 37 2 
C19 -0.41 -0.42 -0.41 -0.40 
T-RATIO -2.03 -2.05 -2.02 -1.96 
C12 27 1 C26 0.B2 0.B2 0.S4 O.BS 
T-RATIO 3.29 3,31 3.38 3.43 
C19 37 1 
C24 0.62 0.63 0.68 0.6S 
T-RATIO 3.41 3.51 3.72 3.72 
C26 50 4 
C2S 0.56 O.~7 0.61 0.61 
T-RATIO 3.12 3.20 3.39 3.39 C24 50 2 
CIS -0.102 -0.120 -0.204 -0.216 
T-RATIO -1.~3 -1.76 -2.40 -2.S1 C2S 50 3' 
Clb -0.090 -0.114 -0.IS2 
T-RATIO -1.39 -2.11 -2.20 ClS 36 1 
CI7 -0.101 -0.114 
T-RATIO -1.64 -1.74 Cl6 36 2' 
Cia 0.051 
T-RATIO 1.03 Cl7 36 3 
S· 0.394 0.393 0.392 0.392 
R-sa 32.32 32.77 .33.39 33.64 ClO 19 1 
"T8 > Duthie 
